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FOREWORD. 

I 

Differences of opinion prevail as to the precise number of the original 
aphorisms of the Nyaya-Sutra of Gotama. Mahdmahopidhyaya Dr. Satis'a- 
chandra Vidyabhusana is inclined to take the extreme view that it is only 
the first book of the Nyaya-Sutra containing a brief explanation of the 
sixteen categories that we are justified in ascribing to Gotama, while the 
remaining four books bear marks of different hands and ages, the last and 
most considerable additions having been made by Vatsyayana who sought 
to harmonise the different, and at times conflicting, additions and interpola¬ 
tions by the ingenious introduction of Sutras of his own making fathered 
upon Gotama. We are unable to subscribe to this view. The Nyaya- 
Sfttra is admittedly a system of philosophy, and its method, like that of the 
Vais'esika, consists in the enumeration, definition and examination of the 
categories. You cannot retain the first book, and reject the others, without 
mutilating the system. As regards the so-called references in the second, 
third and fourth books to the tenets of the Vais'esika, Yoga, Mimamsa, 
Vedanta and Buddhist philosophy, it should not be forgotten that every 
system of thought which has flourished on the soil of India has its source 
in a common fund of national philosophy, "a large Manasa lake of philoso¬ 
phical thought and language, far away in the distant North, and in the 
distant past, from which each thinker was allowed to draw for his own pur¬ 
poses 1 '. Similarity of words and ideas here and there is therefore not a 
safe guide in the determination of the originality or otherwise of one system 
in relation to another. Moreover, isolated similarity of thought and expres¬ 
sion is no ground for the rejection of whole books as spurious. The 
parallelism between the wording of some of the aphorisms and certain 
passages in the Lankavatara Sutra, Madhyamika Sutra, and the Sataka is 
also misleading. For instnace, as observed by Dr. Keith**, on the authority 
of Winternitz, Gesch. d. ind. Litt., II. i. 243, the Lankavatara Sutra in 
its present form is not earlier than the sixth century A. D., that is, is later 
than even Vatsyayana. 

The Nyaya-Bhasya of Vatsyayana also presents a most formidable 
obstacle to the acceptance of the theory propounded by Dr. Vidyabhusana. 
For it is not confined to the first book alone but covers the other books as well. 
The difficulty can be overcome only by denying the authentic character 
of the Bhasya in its present form. And this is exactly what Dr. Vidya- 
bhusaua has done. We are not aware of any good reason for doubting the 
genuineness of the B h y a as it has come down to us. Let us examine 

' Introduction, page X. 

Indian Logic and Atomism, by A. B. Keith, 1921, page 23. 



Dr. Vidyabhusana's reasons. ,He translates aphorism II. i. 29 (II .i. 28 of 
the Bibliotheca Indica series edition) as follows : "It may be objected that 
the contact of a sense with its object is not the cause of perception, as it is 
inefficient in' some instances", and then proceeds : 

"An objector may say that the contact of a sense with its object is 
not the cause of perception, as we find that a person listening to a song may 
not see colour, though it comes in contact with his eye. 

"Vitsyayana interprets the aphorism as follows :—If the conjunction 
of soul with mind is not accepted as the cause of perception a well-known 
conclusion will be debarred, viz., the mark of the mind is that only one act 
of knowledge is possible at a time. This interpretation, here inappropriate, 
is based on the Bhidya-commentary published by the Asiatic Society of 
Bengal in 1865. I fully agree with those who hold that the real Bhasya- 
commentary of Vatsyayana is not yet available to us." 

Similarly he translates the next aphorism as follows : "It is not so, 
because there is pre-eminence of some particular object", and proceeds : 

"It is admitted that a person while listening to a song may not see 
colour, though it comes in contact with his eye. Yet the instance does 
not prove that the contact of a sense with its object is not the cause of 
perception, for it is to be understood that his intent listening prevents him 
from seeing the colour. In other words, the auditory perception supersedes 
the visual perception, because the song is more attractive than the colour. 

"Vatsyayana interprets the aphorism thus :—The conjunction of the 
soul with mind is not rendered useless, even if there is predominance of the 
senses and their objects. If perception is produced when a person is asleep 
or inattentive, it is because there is then the predominance of his sense and 
its object, though even then there is a faint conjunction of soul with mind. 
This interpretation is based on the Bhasya-commentary as available to us. 
It is ingenious but out of place here." 

With due respect to the memory of the distinguished critic we submit 
that he has not been quite fair in his representation of the Nyaya-Bhasya 
on these two aphorisms. In the translation and explanation which we have 
felt constrained to substitute in the text in place of the above we have tried 
to show what Vatsyayana exactly means. It will be seen that Vatsyayana's 
interpretation of the two aphorisms is not necessarily inappropriate or out 
of place. It also goes without saying that for a pseudo-Vntsy ay ana who 
could produce a B hay a which has commanded universal respect through 
all the ages, it would not have been difficult to avoid such inappropriateness 
as is alleged, or to grasp the more obvious interpretation which he is supposed 
to have missed. Moreover, it is well-known that uncertainties as to the 
correct reading of the Nyaya-Sutra and the Nysya-Bhasya have given rise 
to two different schools of interpretation from very early times. One of 
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these schools is represented by Tatparya-Paris'uddhi and Nyaya-Parisi'sta 
of Udayanacharya and Paris'uddhi-Prakas'a and Anviksa-Naya-Tattvabodha 
of Vardhamana Upadhyaya ; the other school, by Tatparya-Tika and Nyaya- 
Suchi-Nibandha of Vachaspati Mis'ra. Mere difference of opinion as to the 
appropriateness of the Bhasya here and there cannot, therefore, be accepted 
as a sufficient reason for questioning the authenticity of the Bhasya in its 
present form. On the other hand, the Bhadya has been accepted as genuine 
in all the seats of Sanskrit learning in India, and, among modern researchers 
in the field, by Mahamahopadhyayas Chandrakanta TarkalankAra, 
BhimSicharya Jhalkikar, Gangadhara Sastri Tailanga, and Dr. GangAnfitha 
Jh3. Even amongst European orientalists Dr. Herman Jacobi does not 
doubt that the author of the complete Nyaya-BhAsya is one and the same 
person. Dr. Keith also is convinced that there is no evidence of any corrup¬ 
tion of the text of the Nyaya-Bh3§ya, and that the suggestion that 
VatsySyana is responsible for remodelling the Nyya-Sdtra is wholly 
unsupported by evidence. 

Vatsyayana is an ancient Risi. By tradition he is regarded as 
"Bhagavan", "Muni", "Mahamuni", and "Maharai". His date cannot be very 
far removed from the time when the aphorisms of Gotama were first reduced 
to writing. Mahamahopadhyaya Vasudeva Sastri Abhyankar assigns circa 
300 A. D. to him. It is therefore reasonable to conclude that all the 
original aphorisms of Gotama have been preserved in the Nyaya-Bhasya of 
Vatsyayana. Difficulties have been experienced from very early times in 
picking out the Sfttra from the Bhaya, particularly in those places where the 
Bhasya does not clearly indicate the Sfttra. These difficulties have been 
considerably enhanced by the privilege enjoyed by Bhasya-writers and 
undoubtedly exercised by Vatsyayana of raising issues and solving them in 
the course of the Bhasya in the form of aphorisms. This has misled many 
scholars in attributing the aphorisms of Vatsyayana to Gotama and vice 
versa. The results of such diverse readings are shown below in a tabular 
form: 

1. Reading referred to by M.-M. Chandrakanta 
Tarkalankara in Srigopala Vasumallik 
Fellowship Lectures on Hindu Philo¬ 
sophy, 1898 ... ... ... 547 aphorisms. 

Indian Logic and Atomism, by A. B. Keith, 1921, pages 25 and 27. 

Sarva-Dars'ana-Sangraha, Government Oriental (Hindu) Series 
No. 1, Poona, 1924. 

Cf. "The knowers of Bhasyas know that to be a Bhasya by which 
i§ explained the meaning of aphorisms by means of words appropriate to 
the aphorisms as well as texts of the commentator himself." 
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2. Publication by the Asiatic Society of Bengal 

in the Bibliotheca Indica series, 1865 •••• 54-0 aphorisms. 

3. According to Nyayakoa by M. M. Bhima- 

oharya Jhalkikar, second edition, 1893 

(Bombay Sanskrit Series No. XLIX) ... 537 „ 

4. According to M. M. Dr. Ganganatha Jha 

in the Nyaya-Dars'ana, Chowkhamba 

Sanskrit Series, 1920—25 ... ... 532 

5. According to M. M. Gangadhara Sastri 

Tailan'ga in the Vizianagram Sanskrit 

Series, volume IX, 1896 ... ... 531 

6. According to Nyayastichinibandha of 

Vachaspati Mis'ra, circa, 841 ... 528 

The diversity of readings, again, is not confined only to the number of 
the aphorisms, but extends also to the aphorisms themselves ; for in regard 
to particular aphorisms commentators and compilers differ as to whether 
they are aphorisms or are the assertions of the author of the Bhasya. The 
statement below will explain the position from this point of viev. Thus : 


Book. 

j 

Chapter. 

Number of 
aphorisms ac¬ 
cording to the 
edition of the 
Asiatic Society 
of Bengal, 1865. 

Number 
rejected 
by Vach¬ 
aspati. 

| 

Number 
added by 
Vachaspati. 

j _ 

Number of aphor¬ 
isms according 
to Nyaya-Suclii- 
Nibandha of • 
Vachaspati Mis'ra. 

I 

i 

i 

41 


1 

41 

1 


ii 

20 

| 


20 

11 

i 

69 

2 

1 

1 

68 


ii 

71 


I 

j 

69 

11 

i , 

75 

3 

6 

4 i 

73 

i 

ii 

78 

6 i 


72 

IV 

i 

68 

2 

1 

li 

67 


\ ii 

i 

I 50 

1 

, 1 

I 

51 

V 

1 

l 

43 

1 

1 

J 

j 

1 

43 


ii 

25 

1 

I 

1 

24 

I-V 

i-x 

540 

20 

1 8 

528 
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Since the publication of the Nyaya-Bhasya by the Asiatic Society of 
Bengal a fairly large number of valuable manuscripts have come to light, 
and the results of recent investigations go to confirm the correctness of the 
Index to the Aphorisms of Nyaya (Nyaya-Suchi-Nibandha) by Vechaspati 
Mis'ra. We have therefore revised the work of Dr. Vidybhdsana according 
to, and on the authority of, Vchaspati. The twenty rejected aphorisms 
are however retained in appendix B. The eight additional aphorisms 
bear- serial numbers 81, 172, 226, 227, 228, 261, 404 and 461 of the present 
edition. 

M. M. Dr. Gangilnatha Jhl and Pandit Dhundiraja Sastri nave also 
followed the Nyaya-Sftchi-Nibandha in their edition of the "The Stitras of 
Gautama and Bhasya of Vatsyayana with two Commentaries" published 
in the Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, Benares, 1925. They have, however, 
retained four aphorisms which have been omitted from the Nyaya-Suchi- 
Nibandha. The total number of aphorisms according to them is therefore 
532 instead of 528. The learned editors have not assigned any specific 
reasons for treating these four aphoristic statements as aphorisms of Gotama. 
They merely state that they "feel constrained to deviate from it (i. e., the 
NyAya-Suchi-Nibandha) on the clear authority of either the Bhasya or the 
Vortika." With due respect for the authority of Dr. Jha we are unable to 
persuade ourselves to be of the same view. The absence of these so-called 
aphorisms leaves no extraordinary or unsual gap in the line of thought in 
the aphorisms of Gotama. We are therefore content to follow the lead of 
M. M. Chandrakanta Tarkalankara in accepting Vachaspati Mis'ra as a 
reliable guide to the aphorisms of Gotama. 

II 

In his posthumous work entitled "History of Indian Logic", published 
by the University of Calcutta in the year 1921, Dr. Vidyabhusana has 
completely changed his opinions as to the authorship and the date of the 
composition or compilation of the Nyaya-Sutras. We give below a resume 
of the results of his later researches with our comments thereon. 

"The word nydya popularly signifies 'right' or 'justice'. The Nydya- 
s'Astra is therefore the science of right judgment or true reasoning." 1 "Tech¬ 
nically the word nydya signifies a syllogism (or a speech of five parts), and 
the Anviksik was called Nydya-s'dstra, when nydya constituted its special 
topic." 1 "The term 'Nyaya' in the sense of Logic does not appear to have 
been used in literature before the first century A. D. PAuini (about 350 B. C.) 
did not know the word 'Nyaya' in the sense of Logic." "There is no doubt 
that Panini derives the word nydva (evidently in the sense of justice) from 

1. History of Indian Logic, 1921, page 40. 

2. - Ibid., page 41. 
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the root ni in his Astadhyayi, 3—3—122, as follows:—wwrff 

His Astadhayi, 4—2—60, yr ra nqg*;, does not, however, presuppose 

nyaya in the sense of 'Logic'." 3 4 

"Medhatithi Gautama (was) the founder of Anvik?iki par excellence 
(circa 550 B. C.)" He "was quite different from Aksapada. While one 
lived in Mithila, the other flourished at Prabhasa in Kathiawar. The 
Brahmanda-purikna describes Aksapida and Kanada as the sons of a Brah- 
mana named Soma-sarma who was Siva incarnate, and well-known for his 
practice of austerities at the shrine of Prabhsa during the time of Jatukarnya 
Vyasa." 5 "It is by no means easy to determine who was the real author of 
the Nyaya-stitra. Gautama and Aksapida seem both to have contributed 
to the production of the work." 6 

The Nyaya-Sutra "treats of four distinct subjects, viz. (i) the 
art of debate (tarka) (2) the means of valid knowledge (pramana), 
(3) the doctrine of syllogism (avayava), and (4) the examination of 
contemporaneous philosophical doctrines (anyamata-parlksa)" 7 The first 
two subjects, " combined together, constitute the Tarka-s'astra (the philoso¬ 
phy of reasoning), popularly known as Gautami-vidya (the Gotamide 
learning)," 7 "The third subject, the doctrine of the Syllogism, does not appear 
to have been known in India a considerable time before the Christian era. 
The fourth subject refers to numerous philosophical doctrines that were 
propounded from time to time upto the second century A. D. Gotama's 
Tarka-s'astra, after these two subjects had been introduced into it, became, 
about the second century A. D., designated as the Nyaya-sutra, the apho¬ 
risms on logic." 7 

" Ananta-yajvan, in his commentary on the Pitrimedha-sutra, observes 
that Gautama and Aksapida were the same person, while the Nyaya-kosa 
mentions a legend to account for the name as applied, according to it, to 
Gautama. As no credible evidence has been adduced in either case, 1 
consider the identification as fanciful, and maintain that Gotama or Gautama 
was quite different from Aksapda, but that both of them contributed to the 
production of the Nyaya-sutra, one at its early stage and the other in its final 
form." 8 

3. Ibid., page 41, footnote 4. 

4. Ibid., page 17. 

5. Ibid., page 49. 

6. Ibid., p. 49. 

7. Ibid., p. 497- 

8. Ibid., p. 498. 
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'"though Aka ad a introduced into the Nyaya-sutra the doctrine of the 
syllogism, he was by no means the,first promulgator of the doctrine—nay, not 
even its first disseminator. The doctrine was carried to great perfection in 
Greece by Aristotle in the fourth century B. C. (384—322 B. C). That 
it was known even in India prior to Aksapada is apparent from a notice of 
the same in the Charaka-samhita, about 78 A. D." 9 

" Some philosophical doctrines of the third and fourth centuries A. D. 
were incorporated into the Nyaya-sutra of Aksapada by Vatsyayana the 
first commentator (about 4(X) A. D.), through the introduction of certain sutras 
of his own making fathered upon Aksapada." 10 

Thus, according to Dr. Vidyabhusana, " Ancient logic was called 
Anviksiki, or the science of debate, but with the introduction of syllogism or 
proper reasoning it came to be called Nyaya from the first century A. D.", 11 
and that "The Ancient School, which reached the height of its development 
at the hands of Akeapada about 150 A. D., extended over a period of one 
thousand years, beginning with Gautama about 550 B.C. and ending with 
Vatsyayana about 400 A. D." 12 

Ill 

It is gratifying to find that Dr. Vidyabhusana has discarded his former 
opinion that only the first book of the Nyaya-sutra is the work of Gotama, 
while the remaining four books bear marks of different hands and ages. His 
opinion now is that Gotama's "work on Anviksiki has not come down to us in 
its original form," 13 and that Aksapada is " the real author of the Nyaya- 
sutra which derived a considerable part of its materials from the Anviksiki- 
vidya of Gautama." 14 . We have already explained why the charge against 
Vatsayayana, viz., that he interpolated into the Nyaya-sutra aphorisms of his 
own making fathered upon Aksapda, must be rejected. The theory, again, 
that Gotama and Aksapada are two different persons is equally unsound. Dr. 
Vidyabhusanais wrong in supposing that Aksapada and Kanada were sons 
of Soma-s'arm. The word 'sons' in the text of the Brahmanda Purana means 
disciples. There is also no inconsistency in Gotama, born in Mithila, pro 
ceeding to Prabhasa for education. The identity of Gotama and Aksapada 
does not admit of doubt. Dr. Vidyabhu§ana himself has fully established 
it in the Introduction. We shall only point out that the commentators on 
1 Amara-kosa : Naiyayikahtu aksapadah", explain that Aksapada, Aksapada—• 

Ibid., pp. 498 — 499. 

10 Ibid., p. 497, foot note 3. 

11 Ibid., Introduction, p. xvi. 

Ibid,, p. 157. 

13 Ibid.,p.20. 

14 Ibid., p. 50, 



( viii ) 


these two are the names of Gotama who holds that the number of Predicables 
is sixteen, viz., PramAna, Prameya, Sams'aya, etc. 

Dr. Vidyabhu§ana seems to us to have been induced to change his 
opinion as to the authorship and the date of the composition or compilation 
of the Nyaya-Sutraby the idea that the doctrine of the syllogism was imported 
into India from Greece. We propose, therefore, to discuss this point, not fully, 
but in some detail. Dr. Vidyabhusana's reference to Panini is incomplete. 
Panini does not use the word " Nyaya" in the sense of justice only. In As 
tadhyayi, I. 3.36 HWTRjfhr fan o n the root n! 

is said to take the atmanepada form of conjugation when it is used in one or 
other of the seven senses mentioned therein. One of these senses is Jnana, 
knowledge. The commentators explain Jnana as Prameyanis'chaya, ascer¬ 
tainment of the object of right knowledge. They also illustrate the use 
of the verb in this sense thus : Tattvam nayate, demonstrates or verifies 
the truth. It is therefore idle to argue that Panini did not know the word 
"Nyaya" in the sense of Logic. And Panini is as old as "Most probably 
the seventh century B. C. in my opinion, for which good authority might 
be cited" (Ancient and Hindu India by V. A. Smith, second edition, 1923, 
page 57, footnote i). 

Again, according to Dr. Vidyabhusana, the old Anviksiki was 
called Nyaya-sastra when Nyaya in the technical sense of the syl¬ 
logism came to constitute its special topic, ie., about the second century 
A. D. This argument is demolished by Bhasa's reference to "Medhatitheh 
Nyayas'astram", the Nyaya-sastra of Medhatithi, in his drama PratimA. 
Dr. Vidyabhflfana seeks to get out of the difficulty by observing that by 
"Nyaya-s'astra" Bhasa "really meant its prototype the Anviksiki." But the 
question is not what Bhasa really meant, but that the term Nyaya-3astra 
in the sense of Logic was prevalent in the days of Bhasa whereas, according 
to Dr. Vidyabhusana, it came into use about the second century A. D. 
And Bhasa, in the opinion of M.-M. Pandit Gauapati Sastri, is even older 
than Panini (vide his introduction to Pratima, nataka). 

Dr. Keith shows a more correct appreciation of the position of Indian 
Logic vis a vis the Logic of Greece. He says : "Of logical doctrine in its 
early stages there is no reason whatever to suspect a Greek origin: the 
syllogism of Gautama and Kanada alike is obviously of natural growth, but 
of stunted development. It is with Dignga only that the full doctrine of 
invariable concomitance as the basis of inference in lieu of reasoning by 
analogy appears, and it is not unreasonable to hazard the suggestion that 
in this case again Greek influence may have been at work. But the possi¬ 
bility of a natural development is not excluded." 

17 Indian Logic and Atomism, 1921, p. 18. 





But we do not agree with the Icained Doctor that the doctrine of 
invariable concomitance was unknown to Indian Logic before the time of 
Dignaga, We apprehend that he has missed the full significance and the 
true function of the example in the syllogism. The reasoning of Kauada 
and Gotama was not merely from particular to particular and their example 
was not a mere particular experience. Generally, as Welton points out, "even 
in cases where the inference at first sight seems to be founded on one or more 
particular experiences, it is really based on the recognition of the universal 
element in which they agree ; and this may be expressed in a general pro¬ 
position which forms the major premise of a syllogism" 16 . The need for 
the universal was fully recognised by Kanada and Gotama. They do not 
draw their conclusion from the example alone, but from the reason as well. 
The function of the example and the reason have also been distinguished by 
Kanada. According to him inference is based on the relation of "It is its' 
between the subject and the reason, and this relation can be grasped by the 
intellect and not by the sense. He has also explained (Vais'esika-Siltra, 
III. i. 14) that the mark of inference must be preceded by the recollection 
of its universal relation (prasiddhi) to that of which it is a mark. The 
Vais'ejika-Stitra is older than the Nyaya-Sutra. It is clear therefore that 
the doctrine of the universal relation was not borrowed from Greece, 

N, S. 


1C . Intermediate Logic by J. Welton and A. J. Monahan, 1911, P- 271, 




INTRODUCTION. 


I.—GOTAMA THE FOUNDER OF NYAYA PHILOSOPHY. 

Panini, the celebrated Sanskrit grammarian, who is supposed to have 

flourished about 350 B. C., derives the word 

The word "Nyaya ex- „ XT ,, , , ..... ... . 

pl a i nec j. Nyaya f Aom the root 1 which conveys the 

same meaning as "gam"—to go. "Nyaya" as 

signifying logic is therefore etymologically identical with "nigama" the 

conclusion of a syllogism. Logic is designated in Sanskrit not only 

by the word "Nyaya" but also by various other words which indicate 

diverse aspects of the science. For instance, it is called "Hetu-vidya"t 

or "Hetu-Sastra" the science of causes, "Anviksiki"§ the science of 

inquiry, "Pramana-Sastra" the science of correct knowledge, 

"Tattva-Sastra" the science of categories, "Tarka-vidya" the science 

of reasoning, "Vadartha" the science of discussion and "Phakkika- 


Panini is said to have been a disciple of Upavarsa, minister of a King 
of the Nanda dynasty, about 350 B. C., as is evident from the following :—» 

'FTtfcr qq*q fer m qrri f i 

«TT%f?T5mr II 

(Kathasarit-sagara, Chapter IV., verse 20). 

Dr. Otto Bcehtlingk observes :—* 

We need therefore only make a space of fifty years between each 
couple of them, in order to arrive at the year 350, into the neighbourhood 
of which date our grammarian is to be placed, according to the Katha sarit- 
seigara."—Goldstucker's Pauini, p. 85. 



(Panini's Asladhyayi 3-3-122.) 

^gf^rrqf .qtftmrq qq 

ft ii 

(Lalitavistara, Chapter XII, p. 179, Dr. Rajendra Lai Mitra's edition). 
(Amarakosa, svargavarga, verse 155). 
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Sastra" the science of sophism. Nyaya-sutra is the earliest work 
extant on Nyaya Philosophy. 

The Nyaya or logic is said to have been founded by a sage named 

Gotama. He is also known as Gautama, 

The founder of NyAya Aksapadaf and Dirghatapas.t The names 
called Gotama, Gautama, 

Aksapada or Dirghata- Gotama and Gautama point to the family to 
P as - which he belonged while the names Aksapada 

and Dirghatapas refer respectively to his meditative habit and practice 
of long penance. 

In the Rigveda-sainhit as well as the Sathapatha-Brahmana of the 

white Yajurveda we find mention of one Go- 
The family of Gotama. tama who was son of Rahugana § and priest 

of the Royal family of Kuru-sriujaya for whose victory in battle he 

*3^ fsiSTTrqPT tfSjgfq: l 

nteJf ?ra^?hr 3 tot firm *r: 11 

' (Naisadhacharitam 17-75.) 

g sire* rnrg \ 

TftrT&T <tot 3 11] 

(Paclmapurana, Uttar akhanda,Chaj ter 263.) 

*ifcnr: a* i 

(Skanda-purana, Kalika Khauda, Chapter XVII.) 

srer smr? i 
5 h* inn Rrerm. 11 

(Udyotakara’s Nydyavartika, opening lines.) 

In the Sarvadars’ana-sarngraha Nyaya philosophy is called the Aksapada 
system. 

JKalidasa’s Raghuvams’am 11-33. 

§ i *rfcnr: ^ gdf^rsrrcftgi 

star ^5 gsr" srft h *g?qT ^r^r^TTsrf 

nT*frrmraf?r 1 rreq ^ ?rf 5 cif^rfq 1 rifcrcr 51 

T*T$qi ^ ^'srmsrf y tf ^q srrcfrg 1 

(Higveda-samhit Mandala i, Sukta 81, Mantra 3, Sftyana's commentary). 

fq^rt 5 mqqtsN Wrt g£ *nnr i 
jftrnfl ngrosr ^Rr: gdfor xm 11 

(6atapatha Brahmana of the white Yajurveda, KAnda I, AdhyAya 4 
MSdhyandiniya recension.) 
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prayed to Indra. Nodhah, * son of Gotama, was also called Gotama 
who composed several new hymns in honour of Indra. The sages 
sprung from the family of Gotama are designated Gotamasah t who 
were very intelligent ; and Agni, pleased with their adoration, gave 
them cattle and rice in abundance, it is related that Gotama, once 
pinched with thirst, prayed for water of the Marut-Gods, who out of 
mercy, placed a well$ before him transplanted from elsewhere. The 
water gushing out copiously from the well not only quenched his 
thirst but formed itself into a river, the source of which was the seat 
of the original well. 

In the Rigveda-samhita the descendants of Gotama as already 
noticed are also called Gotama while in later Vedic 

Gautama, literature they are called Gautama, The Vamsa- 

Brahmana of the Samaveda mentions four members 
of the Gotama family§ among the teachers who transmitted that 

firrr qg^qsqig, a 

(Rigveda-samhitft, Mandala i, Sukta 63, Mantra 13.) 

tqqr ?r gt*^ srag \ 

(Rigveda-samhita, Mandala I, Sukta 61, Mantra 16). 

«WTfMkiifinir<nsn wr^r: i 

st ^3 <ftqq<l qnt q* gfe* qrfq 3trqmfqf%Fqrq it 

(Rigeda-samhitd, Mandala 77, Sukta 77, Mantra 5). 

tfcnsr’ gg& q*i qqr JTrqmq i 

rfnTWT feqtlTqq: SOT *T<T^f<T qrafa: II 

(Rigveda-samhita, Mandala I, Sukta 85, Mantra II.) 

Sayana in commenting on Rigveda samhita, Mandala I, Sukta 77, 
Mantra 10, observes :— 

sHfcnrrqqTftqrr i mtnr sijfa: fqqr^rqr qtfeq: urear qqm i 
qqsfcrt Jreatrfrw q* ^ qr*q 55fqf??rg% qr qf?qr 

q?qT*ar r snrfTq q ^qgf^q 

qgft crqqf^: i srqqqfsqqr tttwt =sr qfqq?iq i 

The well (utsadhi) is alluded to in the Rigveda, Mandala I, Sukta 88, 
Mantra 4,thus: — 

snrrft gwr; qqt q sngftqi faq qrqthiK q l 
m uqsf qt qfewrcrt gg* qr^rfq far*: n 

§ *ror*r ifKwurTqt ifewt qrgqhrqrg fagqfm i 

•Samavediya Vams'a-Brahmana, Khanda 2, Satyavrata Sama's'rami's edi¬ 
tion, p. 7.) 
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Veda to posterity, vis., the Radha-Gautama, Gatri-Gautama, Sumanta- 
babhrava-Gautama and Samkara-Gautama, and the Chhandogya 
Upanisad of the same Veda mentions another teacher named Haridru- 
mata-Gautama who was approached by Satya-Kama Javala to be 
his teacher. The Gobhila Grihya Sutra of the Samaveda cites the 
opinion of a Gautamat who held that during the winter season there 
should be three oblations offered to the dead ancestors. Another 
Gautama was the author of the 1 itrimedha Sutra$ which perhaps 
belongs to the Samaveda. The Brihadaranyaka § of the white 
Yajurveda mentions a teacher named Gautama, while in the Katho- 
panisad of the Black Yajurveda the sage Nachiketasll who conversed 
with Yama on the mystery of life, is called Gautama which evidently 
is a generic name as his father is also called Gautama in the same 
work. A Gautama 11 is mentioned as a teacher in the Kausika sutra 


sngRt i 

(Samavediya Varas'a-Brahmana,Khanda2). 

(Samavediya Varas'a-Brahmana, Khanda 3.) 

* ,*t if sifter iffcm&'rtare 
MJHgfrfa fa II \ II 

(Chhandogya Upanisad, Adhyaya 4, Khanda 4); 

f II y II 

4.^1 jr|: II 'S II 

(Gobhila Grihya Sutra, 3-10.) 

I An incomplete manuscript of the Pitrimcdha Sutra is contained in the 
Library of the Calcutta Sanskrit College, but the work was printed in 
America several years ago. 

§*fhrm^n 11R \\ 11 

(Brihadaranyaka, Adhyaya 4.) 

II ?r srsRsnfir 511' h?t i 

?ror ^ srrarr jfarcr 11 % 11 

(Kathopanisad, Valli 5.) 

surrcrr nmt ?rc i 

(Kathopanisad, Valli 5.) 

IlVide Weber's History of Indian Literature, p. 153. 
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of the Atharvaveda while to another Gautama is attributed the 
authorship of the Gautama Dharma sutra an authoritative work on 
the sacred law. 

We need not take any notice of one Gautamal' who, at the bidding 
of his mother, as stafed in the Mahabharata, cast into the Ganges 
his old and blind father Dirghatamas who was however miraculously 
saved. 

The Ramayana mentions a Gautama! who had his hermitage in a 
grove at the outskirts of the city of Mithila where 
he lived with his wife Ahalya. It is well-known how 
of Aha!y&. Ahalya, for her seduction by Indra, was cursed by 

her lord to undergo penace and mortification until 
her emancipation at the happy advent of Rama. The Adhyatma 
Ramayana, while repeating the same account, places the hermitage 
of Gautama§ on the banks of the Ganges ; and our great poet Kalidasa 
follows the Ramayanic legend describing Gautama 11 as Dirghatapas, 
a sage who practised long penance. 

The text of the Gautama 'Dharrna-sutrahas been printed several times 
in India while an English translation of it by Dr. G. Buhler has appeared 
in the Sacred Books of the East Series. 

t I •tw Kimiii v* II 

*T fa4131 II || 

srcw srw infrcfof i 

st aR ini r ra ll ll 

(Mahabharata, Adiparva Adhyaya 104). 

t fafwTT^f srrwr rm*: i 

5^ xw ll \\ ll 

wnwi^foiti i 

STtrj fa^lfft ^qrPT^Jsr wrwr: II II 

WTSTITt ^AV«f«ra: II ^ II 

A 

Ramayana, Adikanda, Sarga 48). 

§ tr3*r*T gfMBSFrWT ^ I 

TOTTWratf 5pr?T 3rari?5STT faSTnpft II II 

(Adhyatma Ramayana, adikanda, adhyaya 6) 

II fh firths i 
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The Vayupurdna describes a sage named Aksapida as the disciple 

of fei ®rttmaain# anoariSibtSaburr&a wnft who iWaS &iva i 

Aksapada. incarnate and well-known for his practice of aus¬ 

terities at the shrine of Prabhasa during the time of 
Jatukarnya Vyasa. This Aksapada mentioned along with Kanada is 
evidently no other person than Gotama or Gautama who founded the 
Nyaya philosophy. As to the origin of the name Aksapada ("having 
eyes in the feet") as applied to Gautama, legend has it that Gautama 
was so deeply absorbed in philosophical contemplation that one day 
during his walks he fell unwittingly into a well out of which he was 
rescued with great difficulty, God therefore mercifully provided him 
with a second pair of eyes in his feet to protect the sage from further 
mishaps. Another legendf- which represents Vyasa, a disciple of Gau¬ 
tama, lying prostrate before his master until the latter condescended 
to look upon him, not with his natural eyes, but with a new pair of 
eyes in his feet, may be dismissed with scanty ceremony as being the 
invention of a later generation of logicians, anxious to humiliate 

Vyasa for vilification of the Nyaya system in his Mahabharata and 
Vedanta sutra. 

W II \\ II 

ftrawft i 

<.nm i ifM g r r ngn g: 11 \h ti 

(Raghuvams'a, Sarga 11). 

* yHfasifd am i 

ll * li 

wtd ^nrfamrfir fsatrnr: i 

arntfar h ii 

cTaTfa jht jar i 

qjrjnqs* =a 11 *.o\ \\ 

(Vayupurana, _ _ _ Adhyaya 23). 

gm a?nfq<T: qr^ srqrrqq w sfq qtrr- 

qmr i 

(Nyayakosa, 2nd edition, by M. M. Bhimacarya Jhalakikara, Bombay). 
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The people of Mithila (modern Darbhanga in North Bebar) 
ascribe the foundation of Nyaya philosophy to 
Looll trafiiiixm. Gautama, husband of Ahalya, and point out as the 
place of his birth a village named Gautamasthana 
where a fair is held every year on the 9th day of the lunar month of 
Chaitra (March-April). It is situated 28 miles north-east of Darb¬ 
hanga and has a mud-hill of considerable height (supposed to be the 
hermitage of Gautama) at the base of which lies the celebrated 

•'Gautama-kunda" or Gautama's well the water whereof is like milk 

• * 

to the taste and feeds a perennial rivulet called on this account 
Ksirodadhi or Khiroi (literally the sea of milk). Two miles to 
the east of the village there is another village named Ahalyasthana 
where between a pair of trees lies a slab of stone identified with 
Ahalya in her accursed state. In its vicinity there is a temple which 
commemorates the emancipation of Ahalyfi by Rama Chandra. The 
Gautama-kunda and the Ksirodadhi river, which are still extant at 
Gautama-sthana, verify the account of Gotama given above from the 
Rigveda while the stone slab and the temple of Rama at Ahalya¬ 
sthana are evidence corroborative of the story of Ahalya as given in 
the Ramayana. There is another tradition prevalent in the town of 
Chapra that Gautama, husband of Ahalya and founder of the Nyaya 
philosophy, resided in a village now called Godna at the confluence of 
the rivers Ganges and Sarayu where a Sanskrit academy called Gau¬ 
tama Thomson Pathasala has been established to commemorate the 
great sage. 

It seems to me that Gautama, son of Rahugana, as mentioned in 

the Rigveda, was the founder of the Gautama family 

iten^teibteprMgGautama,husbandof Ahalya,as 
Nyaya philosophy , . , _ T • • 

identified. narrated in the Ramayana. It is interesting to note 

that Satananda, son of Gautama by Ahalya,, is a 

priest in the royal family of Janaka much in the same way as Gautama, 

jrfcTW 3 rri >J3rT I 

(Ramayana, adikanda, Sarga 50). 

IPTOTRT I 

(Uttara Rama charitam). 
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son of Rahugana, is a priest in the royal family of Kurusrinjaya. The 
fields waving with paddy plants which greet the eyes of a modern 
traveller near and round Gautama-sthana bear testimony to Agni's gift 
of rice and cattle in abundance to the family of Gautama, The Nyaya 
philosophy was, on the authority of the tradition prevalent in Mithila, 
founded by Gautama, husband of Ahalya. The same Gautama has 
been designated as Aksapada in the Vayu Purana already referred to. 
Aksapada has been identified by Anantayajvan with the author of the 
Pitrimedha Sutra as well as with that of the Gautama Dharma sutra, 
and it is possible that he is not other than the Gajutama referred to in 
the Kausika sutra of the Atharva Veda. The other Gautamas 
mentioned in the Brahmanas, Upanisads, etc., appear to be the 
kinsmen of their illustrious name-sake. 


The Rdmayana, as we have found, places the hermitage of 

His residence Gautama, husband of Ahalyk, at Gautama-sthana 
twenty-eight miles north-east of Darbhanga, while 
the Adhyatma Ramayana places it on the banks of the Ganges at 
its confluence with the Sarayu off the town of Chapra. The Vayu- 
purana fixes the residence of Aksapada, supposed to be identical 
with Gautama, at Prabhasa f beyond Girnar in Kathiawar on the 


To the Grihya Sutras of the Samavecla probably belong also Gautama's 
Pitrimedhasutra (Cf. Burnell, p. 57 ; the commentator Anantayajvan identifies 
the author with Aksapkla the author of the Nyaya-sutra), and the Gautama- 
dharma-sutra.—Webers History of Indian Literature, p. 85. 

fPrabhasa washed on its western side by the river Sarasvati and 
reputed as the residence of Krisna, is mentioned in the Srimad Bhagavata 
thus:— 

nmtf gutcuvi qre rrcr te for qTforqr h ^ n 

(Bhgavata, Skandha II, adhyaya 6.) 

STT9n» ^ECTsej I 

srf jwref g r reruft ii % n 

(Bhgavata, Skandha II, adhyaya 30.) 

Prabhasa was situated beyond the rock of Girnar in Kathiawar where 
we come across all the edicts of As'oka as well as as an inscription of 
Rudradltma supposed to be the first inscription in Sanskrit dated about 
100 A, D. which mentions Chandra Gupta and As'oka by names. There 
are also some inscriptions in Gupta characters, and there is no doubt that 
Prabhasa situated on the Sarasvati acquired celebrity in very old times, 
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sea-coast. To reconcile these conflicting statements it has been 
suggested that Aksapada otherwise known as Gotama or Gautama 
was the founder of the Nyaya philosophy, that he was born at 
Gautama-sthana in Mithila on the river Ksirodadhi, lived for some 
years at the village now called Godna at the confluence of the 
Ganges and Sarayu until his retirement to PrabhSsa the well-known 

sacred place of pilgrimage in Kathiawar on the sea-cosst. 

* 

The Satapatha Brahmana mentions Gautama along with Asura- 

His age about 550 B. C. ^ and ,he Vayupurana (already quoted) 

states that Aksapada, alias Gotama or Gauta¬ 
ma, flourished during the time of Jutukarnya Vyasa. Now Jatu- 
karnya, according to the Madhukanda and Yajnavalkya Kanda of 

# m 

the Satapatha Brahmana (Kanva recension), was a pupil of Asura- 
yana and Yaska who are supposed to have lived about 550 B. C. 
This date tallies well with the time of another Gautama who, together 
with Aranemi, is described in the Divyavadanat a Buddhist Sanskrit 
work translated into Chinese in the 2nd century A. D., as having 
transmitted the Vedas to posterity before they were classified by 
Vyasa, It does not conflict with the view that Aksapada is identical 


This PrabMsa is not to bs confounded with another town called 
Prabhilsa in Kausambi near Allahabad on the Jumna where there is an 
inscription, dated about the 2nd century B. C., of Asadasena, a descendant 
of Sonaki'yana of Adhicchatra, (vide Dr. Fuhrer's Pabhosa inscriptions in 
Epigraphia Indica, Vol. II, pp. 242-243.) 

Vide Weber's History of Indian Literature, p. 140. 

In the Madhyandiniya recension of the Satapatha Brdhmana a teacher 
intervenes between Yaska and Jatukarnya, vis. Blit'radvaja. Cf. 


Sj - S3 „ - - -SJ 

.tjTTTJn^ff singqTtcql 

(Satapatha Brahmana, Madhyandiniya recension, Kanda 14, adhyaya 5.) 


fThe 33rd chapter of the Divyavadana called Matanga Sutra, in 
Chinese Mo-tan-nu-cin, was translated into Chinese by An-shi-kao-cie of the 
Eastern Han dynasty in A. D. 148-170. (Vide Bunjiu Nanjio's Catalogue 
of the Chinese Tripitaka). In it we read :— 

*srr i wt 

i srra^r: 

(Divyavadana, Chap. XXXIII). 
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with Gautama, author of the Gautama Dharma-Sutra which is 
41 declared to be the oldest of the existing works on the sacred law." 
Aksapada-Gautama, founder of the Nyaya Philosophy, was almost a 
contemporary of Buddha-Gautama who founded Buddhism and 
Indrabhuti Gautama who was a disciple of Mahavira, the reputed 
founder of Jainism. 

The fourfold division of the means of knowledge (Pramana) into 
perception, inference, comparison and word found in the Jaina Prakrita 
scriptures such as the Nandi Sutra, Sthanauga-Sutrat and Bhagavati 
Sutra compiled by Indrabhuti-Gautama finds its parallel in the 
Nyaya-Sutra of Aksapada-Gautama leading to the conclusion that 
this particular doctrine was either borrowed by Indrabhuti from 
Aksapada or was the common property of both. In the Pali and 
Prakrita scriptures Gautama is called Gotama, and a Pali Sutta 
mentions a sect called "Gotamaka.,":j: who were followers of Gau¬ 
tama, identified perhaps with the founder of the Nyaya Philosophy. 
The Pali Canonical scriptures such as the Brahmajala Sutta, § 

Buhler observes:—These arguments which allow us to place Gautama 
before both Baudhayana and Vas'istha are that both these authors quote 

Gautama as an authority on law.These facts will, I think, suffice 

to show that the Gautama Dharma Sutra may be safely declared to be the 
oldest of the existing works on the sacred law." (Buhler's Gautama, 
Introduction, pp. XLIX and LIY, S. B. E. series). 

t ststot mrr 

(Sthanfu'iga-Sutra, Page 309, published by Dhanapat Singh). 

I Vide Prof. T. W. Rhys David's Introduction to the Kassapa-Sihanuda 
Sutta, pp. 220-222. It is observed :— 

"The only alternative is that some Bmhmaua, belonging to the Gotama 
Gotra, is here referred to as having had a community ofBhiksus named 
after him." 

§ F*, «rr HTSTOt rTSft ftfo I 

(BrahmajalaSutta 1-32, edited by Rhys Davids and Carpenter), 

ritfc 3«?3*faT, jt afaqrr gsnsfor «r wrfa snw 

s*T 3W q \ 

(Udana, p. 10, edited by Paul Steinthal, P. T. S. edition). 




Udana, etc., which embody the teachings of Buddha, mention a class 
of Sramanas and Brahmanas who were "takkt" or "takkika" (logicians) 
and "vimamsi" (casuists) and indulged in "takka" logic) and vimamsa, 
(casuistry), alluding perhaps to the followers of Aksapada-Gautama 
described as "Gotamaka." 

The Kathavatthuppakarana , a Pali work of the Abhidhamma- 
pitaka, composed by Moggaliputta Tissa at the third Buddhist 
Council during the reign of A soka about 255 B.C., mentions "patinna" 
•in Sanskrit: "pratijna," proposition), "Upanaya" (application of 
reasons), "Niggaha" (in Sanskrit : "Nigraha," humiliation or defeat) 
etc., which are the technical terms of Nyaya philosophy or Logic. 
Though Moggaliputta Tissa has not made any actual reference to 
Logic or Nyaya, his mention of some of its technical terms warrants 
us to suppose that that philosophy existed in some shape in India 
in his time about 255 B. C. These facts lead us to conclude that 
Gotama, Gautama or Aksapada, the founder of Nyaya Philosophy, 
lived about the year 550 B. C. 

II. NVAYASUTRA THE FIRST WORK ON NYAYA PHILOSOPHY. 

To Gotama, Gautama or Aksapada, of whom a short account has 

The earliest con- been given above, is attributed the authorship of 
tribution to the the Nyaya-Sutra, the earliest work on Nyaya 
SAtra literature. philosophy. Sanskrit literature in the Sutra or 
aphoristic style was presumably inaugurated at about 550 B C. and 
the Nyaya-Sutra the author of which lived, as already stated, at 
about that time, must have been the firstf contribution to that litera¬ 
ture. The "Sutta" or Sutra section of the Pali literature reads very 

The terms "Patinna" (pratijnA, proposition) and "niggaha" (nigraha, 
defeat) occur in the following passages :— 

?r tw ?pn qfeirrc iN* hi t 

(Kathavatthuppakarana, Siamese edition, p. 3). 

Niggaha-CatuTkkam'"isthe name of a section of the first chapter of the 
Kathavatthuppakarana while "Upanaya-Catukkam" is the name of another 
section of that work, 

fKapiiais stated in the Samkhye-Karika', verse 70, to have taught his 
philosophy to Asuri who is mentioned in the S'atapatha Brahmana as a 

teacher, Asurayana and Yaska who followed Asuri were the teachers of 
Jatukarnya, a contemporary of Aksapada-Gautama, Kapila therefore 
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much like a body of sermons bearing no affinity with the Sutra 
works of the Brahmanas. 

The Nyaya-Sutra is divided into five books, each containing two 
The gradual dev- c h a P ters called ahnikas or Diurnal portions. It is 
elopment of the believed that Aksapada finished his work on Nyaya 
Nyaya-Sutra. j n ten lectures corresponding to the ahnikas re¬ 

ferred to above. We do not know whether the whole of the 
Nyaya-Sutra, as it exists at present, was the work of Aksapada, nor 
do we know for certain whether his teachings were committed to writ¬ 
ing by himself or transmitted by oral tradition only, It seems to me 
that it is only the first book of the Nyaya-Sutra containing a brief 
explanation of the 16 categories that we are justified in ascribing to 
Aksapada, while the second, third and fourth books which discuss 
particular doctrines of the Vaisesika, Yoga, Mimamsa, Vedanta and 
Buddhist Philosophy bear marks of different hands and ages. In 
these books there are passages quoted almost verbatim from the 
Lankavatara-Sutra , a Sanskrit work of the Yogachara Buddhist 
Philosophy, from the Madhyamika Sutra of Nagarjuna f and from the 
Satakat of Arya Deva—works which were composed in the early 
centuries of Christ. The fifth book treating of the varieties of futile 
rejoinders and occasions for rebuke was evidently not the production 
of Aksapada who dismissed those topics without entering into their 
details. The last and most considerable additions were made by 
Vatsyayana, otherwise known as Paksila Svami, who about 450 A. D, 
wrote the first regular commentary, "Bhasya", on the Nyaya Sutra, 
and harmonised the different, and at times conflicting, additions and 
interpolations by the ingenious introduction of Sutras of his own mak¬ 
ing fathered upon Aksapada. 

preceded Aksapada by at least three generations. Kapila's Philosophy is 
believed to have come down by oral traditions and was not perhaps com¬ 
mitted to writing in his life-time. Hence the Nyaya-Sutra has been stated 
to be the first work of the Sutra period. 

Vide Nyaya Stitra 4-2-26, which quotes the Lankavatara Stitra (dated 

about 300 A.D.) 

f Vide Nyaya-Stitra 2-1-39. 4-1-39 and 4-1-48 which criticise the Madhya¬ 
mika Sutra. 

A 

$ Vide Nyaya-Sutra 4-1-48 which criticises S'ataka of Aryaveda. 
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The Nyaya-Sutra has, since its composition, enjoyed a very 
great popularity as is evident from the nurner- 

Commentaries on the , 

W'^S? J SSIi e d r ! taries that have from time to time 

centred round it, A few of the commentaries 
are mentioned below :— 

TEXT. 

1. Nyya-Sutra by Gotama or Aksapada (550 B, C.) 

Commentaries. 

2. Nyaya-Bhasya by Vatsyayana (450 A. D.) 

3. Nyaya-Vartika by Urlyotakara. 

4. Nyaya-Vartika-tiitparya-tika by Vachaspati Mis’ra. 

5. Nyaya-Vartika-tatparyatikcVparis’uddhi by Udayana. 

6. Paris'uddipraka’sa by Vardhamana. 

7. Vardhamanendu by Padmanabha Mis'ra. 

8. Nyayalankaraby Srikantha. 

9. NyayMankara Vritti by Jayanta. 

10. Nyya-manjari by Jayanta. 

11. NyAya-Vritti by Abhayatilakopadhyaya. 

12. NyAya-Vritti by Vis'vanatha. 

13. Mitabhasint Vritti by Mahddeva Vedanti. 

14. Nyayaprakas'a by Kes'ava Mis'ra. 

15. Nyyabodhini by Govardhana. 

16. NyAya Sutra VyAkhydby Mathuranatha. 

Ill. RECEPTION ACCORDED TO THE NYAYA PHILOSOPHY . 

It appears from the Chhindogya-upanisad, Brihadaranyaka-upa- 

nisad and Kausitaki Brahmana that Philosophy 

Philosophy inaugur- (Adhyatma-Vidya) received its first impetus 
ated by members of 

the military caste, fromtheKsatnyas(membersofthemilitary 

caste) who carried it to great perfection, King 
Ajatasatru in an assembly of the Kuru-Paiichalas consoled a Brah¬ 
mana named fvetaketu, son of Aruni of the Gautama family, that 

Kausitaki-Brahmana 2-1, 2; 16, 4. 

Brihadaranyaka 2-1-20, 2-3-6. 

Chhandogya 3-14-1 ; 5-11, 24 ; 1-8-9 ; i-9-3 7-1-3 and 5 -11 

jtt m Tthmre** ?^r: jtt f^err 

(Chhandogya-upanisad 5-3), 
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he had no cause of being sorry for his inability to explain certain 
doctrines of Adhyatma Vidya which were known only to the 
Ksatriyas. It may be observed that Mahavira and Buddha who 
founded respectively Jainism and Buddhism—two universal religions 
based on poilosophy or Adhyatma-Vidya—were also Ksatriyas. 
Kapila is reputed to be the first Brahmana who propounded a system 
of philosophy called Samkhya, but his work on the subject not 
having come down to us in its original form we are not in a position 
to ascertain what relation it bore to the Vedas or what kind of recep¬ 
tion was given to it by the orthodox Brahmanas. We know for 
certain that the most powerful Brahmana who undertook to study and 
teach philosophy openly was Gotama, Gautama or Aksapada, the 
renowned author of the Nyaya-Sutra He founded a rational system of 
philosophy called "Nyaya" which at its inception had no relation with 
the topics of the Vedic Satnhita and Brahmana. At this stage the 
Nyaya was pure Logic unconnected with the scriptural dogmas. 
Aksapada recognised four means of valid knowledge, vts., perception 
inference, comparison and word of which the last signified knowledge 
derived through any reliable assertion. 

This being the nature of Nyaya or Logic at its early stage it was 

not received with favour by the orthodox com- 
Nyaya (Logic) not , . 

received with favour. munity of Brahmanas who were anxious to estab¬ 
lish an organised society, paid their sole attention 
to the Samhitas and Brahmanas which treated of rituals, ignoring 

Professor P, Deussen observes :— 

In this narrative, preserved by two different Vedic schools, it is expressly 
declared that the knowledge of the Brahman as atman, the centrale doctrine 
of the entire Vedanta, is possessed by the King ; but, on the contrary, 
is not possessed by the Brahmana "famed as a Vedic scholar,"—Philosophy 
of the Upanishads, pp. 17—18. ' 

Again he remarks :—We are forced to conclude, if not with absolute 
certainty, yet with a very high degree of probability, that as a matter of 
fact the doctrine of the atman standing as it did in such sharp contrast to 
all the principles of the Vedic ritual, though the original conception may 
have been due to Brahmanas, was taken up and cultivated primarily not 
in Brahmana but in Ksatriya circles, and was first adopted by the farmer 
in later times. Philosophy of the Upanishads, p. 19. 

**TI 
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altogether the portions which had nothing to do with them, The 
sage Jaimini in his Mimamsa-Sutra distinctly says that the Veda 
having for its sole purpose the prescription of actions, those parts 
of it which do not serve that purpose are useless We are therefore 
not surprised to find Manu t enjoining excommunication upon those 
members of the twice-born caste who disregarded the Vedas and 

A 

Dharma-Sutra relying upon the support of Hetu-Sastra or Logic, 
Similarly Valmiki in his Ramayana f discredits those persons of 
perverse intellect who indulge in the frivolities of Anviksiki, the 
science of Logic, regardless of the works of sacred law (Dharma- 
sastra) which they should follow as their guide. Vyasa in the 
Mahabharata,§ Santiparva, relates the doleful story of a repen¬ 
tant Brahmana who, addicted to Tarkavidya (Logic), carried 

These four pregnant expressions (Mahavakya) originated from the 
Brahmanas, whence it may be concluded Nirguna-Brahma-Vidya or know¬ 
ledge of absolute Brahman was confined among them. It was the Saguna- 
Brahma Vidya- or knowledge of Brahman limited by form and attributes that 
is said to have been introduced by the Ksatriyas. 

* STWi I \\ ^ I \ I 

(Mimamsa Sutra). 

t tfrrapro a 9^ i 

(Manu, adhyaya 2, verse II). 

srr^ ar II ll 

(Ramayana Ayodhya Kanda, Sarga 100). 

WlAftfytf ii m ll 

smf^n I 

^Tfwr^RT ^ ^ ftan** 11 ii 

srrfere;: I 

WT || Ml \\ 

(Mahabharata, S'antiparva, adhyaya 180.) 

In the Gandharva tantra we find :— 

srmhsff ^Tf?WT<7W: *rf^*T: II 

.(Quoted in Pranatosinitantra). 



( vi ) 


on debates divorced from all faith in the Vedas and was on 

that account, turned into a jackal in his next birth as a penal- 

✓ 

ty. In another passage of the Santiparva, Vyasa warns the followers 
of the Vedanta Philosophy against communicating their doctrines to a 
Naiyayika or Logician. Vyasa f does not care even to review the 
Nyaya system in the Brahma-sutra seeing that it has not been recog¬ 
nised by any worthy sage. Stories of infliction of penalties on those 
given to the study of Nyaya are related in the Skanda Purana,j; and 
other works ; and in the Naisadha-charita§ we find Kali satirising the 
founder of Nyaya Philosophy as "Gotama" the "most bovine" among 
sages. 

Gradually however this system of philosophy instead of relying 

entirely upon reasoning came to attach due weight 

Ny a y. a reconciled to the authority of the Vedas, and later on, after 
with scriptural dog¬ 
mas, its reconciliation with them, the principles of 

Nyaya were assimilated in other systems of philosophy such as the 

VaisesikaJI Yoga, Mimamsa,1i Sarakhya, etc. 

* 5rr?r*rinfir^ sirsf i 

x x x x x 

^ ii ii 

(Mahabharata, S'antiparva, adhyaya 246). 
(Veclanta-stitra 2-2). 

t cHT fin 

STT*5f SffacTfir II 

(Skanda Purana, Kalikakhanda, adhyaya 17). 

§ ftlWIrcTTq | 

mrari *t*?t faro 11 

IIVais'esika-s('tra 1-1-4, 2-1-15, 1-1-16, 2-1-17, 2-2-17, 2-2-32, 3-1-15, 9-2-3, 
9-2-4- 

(Jayanarayana Tarkapanchananas edition). 

H Mimamsa-satra 1-14, 1-3-1, 1-3-2, 1-3-3, 14-14, 1-4-35, 1-5-8, 3-i-i,’ 
3-1-20,4-3-18,5-1-6, 10-3-35. 

Samkhya-satra 1-60, i-ioi, 1-106, 5-10, 5-11,5-12. 

Yoga-stitra 1-5,6. 
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Henceforth the Nyaya was regarded as an approved branch 

• of learning. Thus the Gautama-Dharmasutra 

Nyaya as an appro¬ 
ved^ branch of know- Prescribes a course of trainifig in Logic (Nyaya)' 
ledge, for the King and acknowledges the utility of 

Tarka or Logic in the administration of justice though in the case of 
conclusions proving incompatible ultimate decision is directed to be 
ipetde by reference to persons versed in the Vedas. Manut says that 
dhamid or duty is to be ascertained by logical reasoning not opposed 
to, the injunctions of the Vedas. He recommends Logic (Nyaya) as a 
necessary study,for a King and a logician to be an indispensable member 
of a legal _ assembly. Yana-valkyaj: counts "Nyaya" or Logic among 
the fourteen principal sciences while Vyasa§ admits that he was able to 
arrange and classify the Upanisads with the help of the Anviksiki or 
Logic, lathe Padma-puranall Logic is included among the fourteen 

* *nrr stskto, 

| . \ 

ns^Hi faJTfaqrrft w- s*r*Cr*r ftrgr i 

(Gautamadharma-sutra, adhyaya II). 

t =ar ^*in5rrl%dfasTT f 

sr ^ Sfa*: ii 

(Manu, adhyaya 12, verse 106), 

(Manu, adhyaya 7, verse 43). 

viranrRrap <3*3 n 

(Manu, adhyaya 12, verse III). 

^r: ^nsrrf^r faerre r smfa* ^ II 

(Yajnavalkyasamhit, adhyaya I, verse 3), 

§ rfRT 3 i 

^wrrfsr ^rnr ^^rrnr H 

(Mahabharata quoted by Vis'vandtha in his Vritti onNyaya-Sutrai-i-i). 

11 wjiTffr i 

tfiinVr VITJ^TT^ q flqmq qi WdH, II 
«r s*r: f 

(Padma-purdna, vide Muirs Sanskrit text Vol. Ill, p. 37), 
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principal branches of learning promulgated by God Vtsnu, while in the 
Mtsya-purana, Nyaya-vidyA, together with the Vedas, is said to have 
emanated from the mouth of Brahma himself, In fact so wide¬ 
spread was the study of Nyaya that the Mababha,rata is full of 
references to that science. 


In the Adiparva of the Mahbaharata Nyayafor Logic is mention¬ 
ed along with the Veda and Chikitsa (the science ofmedicine), and the 
hermitage of Kasyapa is described as. being filled with sages who 
were versed in the Nyaya-tattva (logical truths) and knew the true 
meaning of a proposition, objection and conclusion. The Santi- 
parvaprefers to numerous tenets of Nyaya supported by reason and 
scripture while the As'vamedha-parvag describes the sacrificial ground 
as being resounded by logicians (Hetu-vadin) who employed argu 
ments and counter-arguments to vanquish one another. In the Sabha- 
parvall the sage Narada is described as being versed in Logic 


* I 

ift aN rr 5 *rwfiraT ^ 11 

(Matsya-purana 3-2). 


t fgftre rr sar i 

(Mahabharata, Adiparva, adhyaya I). 

a h\ ii 

q qmrfrrfcraaya »r&: i 

: 11 u 

a* II 

A 

(Mahabharata, Adiparva, adhyaya 70). 


(MaMbMrata, Santiparva, adhyaya 

§ affcrg wi 3 srrfMt i 

SgqiqHL *srsn$: qqqrcfiwfrw : u ’O II 


(Mahabharata, A'svamedhaparva, adhyaya, 85). 

11 wrraftf i 

tauJifrMNIltq II * ll 
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(Nyayavid) and skilful in distinguishing unity and plurality ("aikya" 
and "nanatva"), conjunction and co-existence ("samyoga' and "sama- 
vaya"), genus and species ("parapara"), etc, capable of deciding 
questions by evidences (Pramana) and ascertaining the validity and 
invalidity of a five-membered syllogism (Panchavayava-vakya). 

In fact the Nyaya (Logic) was in course of time deservedly 

_ Tr A held in very high esteem. If it were allowed to 
The course of Mwa. r ,, . . . , . , , , 

follow its original course unimpeded by reli¬ 
gious dogmas it would have risen to the very height of perfection. 
Nevertheless the principles of Nyaya entering into the different 
systems of phi'osophy gave them each its proper compactness and 
cogency just as Bacon's Inductive Method shaped the sciences and 
philosophies of a later age in a different country. It is however to 
be regretted that during the last five hundred years the Nyaya has 
been mixed up with Law (smriti, Rhetoric (alankara), Vedanta, etc., 
and thereby has hampered the growth of those branches of knowledge 
upon which it has grown up as a sort of parasite. 

SANSKRIT COLLEGE, CALCUTTA, 1 mm CHANDRA VTQDYABHU- 

The jTMiNMmmbArer,1913J913.} SANA, 

II H II 

grnFtRPT i 

^ it h II 

(Mahabhiirata, Sabhaparva, adhyaya 5). 





THE NYAYA-SUTRAS. 

Book I—CHAPTBR I. 

intrn sfttara jetm f%g i »a i w«r 

finjq *15 5 iw tsnwra •sra sttfa 

fim^qwwf *r»9srmtftu*rcnfa»m:» \ i\i \u 

HHm pramana, proof ; Hita prameya, provable, knowable, object of 
proof ; sftPT samiaya, doubt, uncertainty ; H^NP? Prayojana, aim, purpose; 
£VPV dristanta, example, familiar instance ; siddhanta, conclusion; 

antHV avayava, members of the syllogism ; nV tarka, hypothetical reaso¬ 
ning, confutation ; faom nirnaya, ascertainment; vada, discussion; 
jalpa, sophistry ; vitanda, cavil, -wrangling ; hetvabhasa, 

pseudo-mark, fallacy ; 99 chhala, quibbling ; wrfaf jti, futility ; 
aigraha-stbana, occasion for rebuke, opponent's errors ; Tatt’ra- 

jfianat, from knowledge of the true nature ; nihsreyasa 

adhigamah, attainment of the supreme good 

1. Supreme felicity is attained by the knowledge about the 
true nature of the sixteen categories, viz., means of right knowledge 
(pramana), object ot right knowledge (prameya), doubt ( samsaya), 
purpose (prayojana ), familiar instance ( dristanta) established tenet 
( siddhanta ;, members ( avgtyava ), confutation ( tarka ), ascertain- 


The English equivalent for "tarka "is variously givan as "con¬ 
futation, ’ argumentation, " " reductio ad absurdum,” " hypothetical 
reasoning,"etc. 
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ment (nirnaya), discussion (vada), wrangling (jalpa ), cavil (vitanda), 
fallacy ( hetvabhasa ), quibble (chhala), futility (jati), and occasion 
for rebuke ( .nigrahasthana ). 


■'Knowledge about the true nature of the sixteen categories means true know¬ 
ledge by the "enunciation," "definition" and "critical examination" of 
the categories. Book I (of the Nyaya Sutra) treats of Denunciation" and 
"definition," while the remainning four Books are reserved for "critical 
examination." The attainment of supreme felicity is preceded by the 
knowledge of four things viz , (1) that which is fit to be abandoned viz., 
(pain), (2) that which produces what is fit to be abandoned (ws, misappre¬ 
hension, etc),( 3 ) complete destruction of what is fit to.be abandoned and 
( 4 ) the means of destroying what is fit to be abandoned (vix., true know- 
ledgef). 




duhkha, pain • 3WT ianma, birth; pravritti, activity; 

dosa, fault ; ffl*ST!flJIithya-jnana, false knowledge ; uttara- 

uttara-apaye, on the disappearance of one after another in the reverse 
order;ST5»TMtI c IT*ltq tat anantura ajayat, owing to the absence of each 
successive one ;; WBltr apavargah , final release, attainment of the end. 


2. Pain, birth, activity, faults and misapprehension—on the 
successive annihilation of these in the reverse order, there follows 

release. 

Misapprehension, faults, activity, birth and pain—these in their 
uninterrupted course constitute the " world. " Release, which .consists in 
the soul's getting rid of the world, is the condition of supreme felicity 
marked by perfect tranquillity and not tainted by any defilement. A 
person, by the true knowledge of the sixteen categories, is able to remove 
his misapprehensions. When this i-s done, his faults, viz., affection, 

* Vatsyayana observes :— 

— (Nyadarsana, p. 9 , Bibliotheca lndica Series). 

— (Nyayadarsina, p. 2 .) 
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aversion and stupidity, disappear. He is them no longer subject to any 
activity and is consequently freed-froirhtransmigration and pains. This 
is the way in which his release is effected and supreme felicity secured. 

“umiurV 

ffWJ? pratyaka, perception; wgnR" anurnana, inference; iwnr 
upamana, comparison; *T*$abda, word; swu.fir pramanani; proofs, 
means of right knowledge. 

3. Perception, inference, comparison and word ( verbal testi¬ 
mony)—these are the means of right knowledge. 

[The Charvakas admit only one iueana of right knowledge, Viz., 
perception (pratyaksa) ; the Vaisesikas and Bauddhas admit two viz., 
perception and inference (anumana) ;.the Sankhyas admit three, viz., per¬ 
ception, inference and verbal testimony ( agama or sabda) ; while the 
Naiyayikas, whose fundamental work is the Nyaya-sutra, admit four, viz., 
perception, inference, verbal testimony and comparison (uparnana). The 
Prabhakaras admit a fiah means of right knowledge called presumption 
(arthapatti), the Bhattas and Vedantins admit a sixth, viz., non-existence 
(abhava), and the Pauranikas recognise a seventh and eighth means of 
right knowledge, named probability (saiabhava) and rumour (aitihya)]. 

indriya-artlra -sanirikarsa-utpannam, produced 
from the contact of the sense with the object; syr^ jnanam, knowledge ; 

a-vyapadeAyarn, without naming; a-vyabhichari, 

unerring ; vyavasaya-artmakam certain in nature ; JKMtf pra- 

tyaksam, perception. 

4. Perception is that knowledge which arises from the contact 
of a sense with its object, and which is determinate, unnameable and 
non-erratic. 

Determinate —This epithet distinguishes perception from indetermi-, 
nate knowledge ; as, for instance, a man looking from a distance cannot 
ascertain whether there is smoke or dust. 

Unnatneable. —Signifies that the knowledge of a thing derived 
through perception has no connection with the name which the thing; 
bears. 
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Non-erratic —In summer the sfcn'ti rays coming in contact with 
earthly heat quiver and appear to the eyes of men as water. The know¬ 
ledge of water derived in this way is not perception. To eliminate such 
cases the epithet non-erratic has been used. 

[This aphorism may also be translated as follows:—Perception 
is knowledge and which arises from the contact, of a sense with its object 
and which is non-erratic being either, indeterminate (nirvikalpaka, as 
’’this is something") or determinate (savikalpaka, as "this is a Brah- 
mana ")]. 

fg * tivw 

WT atha, then ; tat-purvakam, preceded by perception ; fttfnf 
tri-vidham, threefold; wy i i f anumanam, inference; JIVI purva-vat, 
from cause to effect; sesa-vat, from effect to cause ; RTffmrctf pi 

naianyto-dristam, commonly seen- * cha, and. 

5. Inference is knowledge which is preceded by perception, 
and is of three kinds, viz., a priori, a posteriori and 'commonly seen,' 

A priori is the knowledge of effect derived from the perception of 

its cause, e.g, one seeing clouds infers that there will be rain. 

+> 

A posteriori is the knowledge of cause derived from the perception 
of its effects, e.g. 'one seeing a river swollen infers that there was rain. 

'Commonly seen' is the knowledge of one thing derived from the 
perception of another thing with which it is commonly sees, e,g., one 
seeing a beast possessing horns, infers that it possesses also a tail, or 
one seeing smoke on a hill infers that there is fire on it. 

prasiddha-sadharmyat, through similarity to alknown 
object ; HTWWWf sadhya-aidhanam, the making known oahe thing 
posited ; FBqrpf upamanam,comparison,analogy. 

6. Comparison is the knowledge of a thing through its simi¬ 
larity to another thing previously well known, 

A man, hearing from a forester that a bosgavaeus is like a cow, 
resorts to a forest where he sees an animal like a cow. Having recollected 
what he heard he institutes a comparison, by which he arrives at the con¬ 
viction that the animal which he sees is bos gavaeus, This is knowledge 
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derived through comparison. Some hold that comparison is not a 
separate means of knowledge, for when one notices the likeness of a 
cow in a strange animal one really performs an act of perception In 
reply, it is urged that we cannot deny comparison as a separate means 
of knowledge, for how d-»es otherwise the name bos gavaeus signify the 
general notion of the animal called bos gavaeun? That the name boa 
gavaeus signifies one and all members of the bos gavaeu t'lass is not a 
result of perception, but the consequence of a distinct knowledge, called 
comparison. 

»mfto$«pta-upadefiah, the direction or instruction of a reliable 
person ; *reqabdah, word, testimony. 

7. Word (verbal testimony) is the instructive assertion of a 
reliable person. 

A reliable person is one—may be a risi, Arya or mlechha,—who as an 
expert in a certain matter is willing to communicate his experiences of it.’ 

[Suppose a young man coming to the side of a river cannot ascer¬ 
tain whether the river is fordable or not, and immediately an old experi¬ 
enced man of the locality, who has no enmity against him, comes and 
tells him that the river is easily fordable : the word of the old man is to 
be accepted as a means of right knowledge, called verbal testimony], 

“s ffragt” f gofg utrqrq iiwioi 

Sah, it, word; ffrfWi dvi-vidhah twofold; £?r$j[tr*farc( drista- 
adrista-artha-tvat, because its object may be seen or not seen. 

8. It is of two kinds, viz., that which refers to matter which is 
seen, and that which refers to matter which is not seen. 

The first kind involves matter which oan be actually verified. 
Though we are incapable of verifying the matter involved in the second 
kind, we can somehow ascertain it by means of inference. 

[Matter which is seen e.g , a physician's assertion that physical 
strength is gained by taking butter], 

[Matter which is not seen, eg a religious teacher's assertion that one 
conquers heaven by performing horse-sacrifices]. 

“j^nT iiwkii 
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Wi>tfT Atma, soul ; tfOl sarira, body ; fftfq indriya, sense • wtf artha, 
object , jti buddhi consciousness, intellect, reason, understanding ' mi 
tnanas, mind, sensorium ; 5T|% pravritti; dosa; fault; srnwf pretya- 
bhava, rebirth ; TO phala, fruit; duhkha, pain; apavarga, 

release, salvation ; g tu, excludes other provables ; prameyain, the 

object of proof. 

9. Soul, body, senses, objects of sense, intellect, mind, acti.ityv 
fault, transmigration, frui , pain and release—are the objects of 
right.knowledge. 

The objects of right knowledge are also enumerated as substance, 
quality, action, generality, particularity, intimate relation [and non¬ 
existence which are the technicalities of the Vaisesika philosophy]. 

f*i arap frimra 
fra 

ysgj ichchha, desire ; dvesa, aversion ; JWTST prayatna, effort; gig 
sukha, pleasure ; duhkha, pain ; ffra jnana, cognition ; Atuxa- 

nah, of the s ul ; lingam, mark. 

10. Desire, aversion, volition, pleasure, pain and intelligence are 
the marks of the soul. 

[These abide in the soul, or rather are the qualities of the substance 
called soul] 

\\VVW « 

: chest indriya artha asrayah, site or locus of volition, 
or striving, senses, and objects, viz., pleasure and pain ; sarirarn 

body. 

11. Body is the site of gesture, senses and sentiments. 

BodyisthesiteofgesftmeTnasmuchasitstrivestoreachwhatis 

wdl tin ;&wudl wlhatt iis Ikafetfi*!. It is aDs® tih© site ®f seerwee*;, for 
the latter act well or ill, according as the former is in good or bad order, 
Sentiments which comprise pleasure and pain are also located in the 
body which experiences them. 

ttra to* 

SHUj ghrana-rasana-chakus-tvak-srotrani, nose! 

tongue, eye, skin and ear ; plHtf* indriyani, orgaas of sense ; 
bhatebhyah, from the element. 
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12. Nosetongue, eye, skin and ear are the senses produced from 
elements. 

Nose is of the same nature as earth, tongue as water, eye as light, 
skin ad air and ear as ether 

Prithivi, erth ; WT7 Syah, water; %3(Wtejas,fire; vayuh,air; 

akasam, ether; jfo iti, these ; bhuiani,elements. 

13. Earth, water, light, air and ether—these are the elements. 

“’rrasjrfsjnm:'' innn»n 

m sts-n: Gandha-rasa rupa-sparsa sabdah, smell, taste, 

colour, touch and sound ; prithivi-adi-gunah, attributes of 

earth, etc., : Tat-arthah, objects of them, the senses, 

14. Smell, taste, colour, touch and sound are objects of the 
senses and qualities of the earth, etc. 

Smell is the object of nose and the prominent quality of earth, taste 
is the object of tongue and quality of water, colour is the object of eye 
and quality of fire, touch is the object of skin and quality of air, and 
sound is the object of ear and quality of ether. 

lf*S buddhih consciousness, understanding; Upalabdhih, 

apprehension, intuition ; 5TT*f jnanara, cognition. ; iti, this. an_ 

artha-antaraui, statement of synonyms. 

15. Intellect, apprehension and knowledge—these are not 
different from one another. 

[The term apprehension (upalabdhi) is generally used in the sense 
of perception (pratyaksa). According to the Sankhya philosophy, 
intellect (buddhi), which is the first thing evolved out of primordial 
matter (prakriii), is altogether different from knowledge (jadna)j which 
consists in the reflection of external objects on the soul (j)ura), the 
abode of transparent consciousness]. 

“n*t%t 
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yngapat, simulaneous; VRTg’Vftn Jnana-anutpatth,non-appe¬ 
arance of cognitions; w*W< manasah, ofmanas,min n g a m, mark 

16. The mark of the mind is that there do not arise (in the 
soul ) more acts of knowledge than one at a time. 

It is impossible to perceive two things simultaneously. Perception 
does not arise merely from the contact of a sense-organ with its object, 
but it requires also a conjunction of the mind Now, 'the mind, which 
is an atomic substance, cannot be conjoined with more than one sense- 
organ at a time, hence there cannot oocur more acts of perception than 
one at one time. 

uffwi Pravrittih, activity; *nffi^tfm«a^Ak-buddhi-sarira.aram- 
bhah the start made by speech, manas and body. 

17. Activity is that which makes the voice, mind and body 
begin their action. 

There are three kinds of action, viz., vocal, mental and bodily, each 
of which may be sub divided as good or bad. 

Bodily actions which are bad are :—(I) killing, (2) stealing, and (3) 
committing adultery. 

Bodily actions which are good are:—(1) giving, (2) protecting, and 
(3) serving. 

Vocal actions which are lad are :—(1) telling a lie, (2) using harsh 
language, (3) slandering, and (4) indulging in frivolous talk. 

Vocal actions which are good are :—(1) speaking the truth, (2) 
speaking what is useful, (3) speaking what is pleasant, and (4) reading 
sacred books. 

Mental actions which are lad are :—(I)malice, (2) covetousness, and 
(3) scepticism. 

Mental actions which are good are :—(1) compassion, (2) refraining 
from covetousness, and (3) devotion. 

»WRT WfHSt pravartana laksanah, of which the characteristic is to 
move to activity ; dosah, faults. 
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18. Faults have the characteristic of causing activity. 

The faults are affection, aversion and stupidity. 

\ \ \ \ it 

SpWWftf:: punar-utpattih, re appearance, re-birth ; ifcpWf: pretya- 
bhavah, existence after passing away. 

19. Transmigration means re-births. 

Transmigration is the series of births and deaths. Birth is the 
connection of soul with body, sense-organs, mind, intellect, and sen¬ 
timents, while death is the soul's separation from them. 

ii \ i \ i u 

aifiwi pravritti-doga-janitah, produced by activity and 
fault arthah, object; phalam, fruit. 

20. Fruit is the thing produced by activity and faults. 

Fruit consists in the enjoyment of pleasure or suffering of pain. 
All activity and faults end in producing pleasure which is acceptable, 
and pain which is fit only to be avoided. 

sjrsrarcrejnf fra ii \ t * i ^ n 

mWimpf badhana-lakaiam, of which the characteristic i restraint 
or irritation ; ; duhkham, pain. 

21. Pain has the characteristic of causing uneasiness. 

Pain is affliction which every one desires to avoid. The aphorism 
may also be translated as follows :—• 

Pain is the mark of hindrance to the soul. 

n \ t ^ i ^ ii 

mWd f frft T g H tat-atyattta-vimok$ah, absolute deliverance from this ; 
•TOpf: apavargab attainment of the goal, final release, salvation. 

22. Release is the absolute deliverance from pain. 

A soul which is no longer subject to transmigration is freed from 
all pains. Transmigration, which consists in the soul's leaving one body 
and taking another, is the cause of its undergoing pleasure and pain. 
The soul attains release as soon as there is an end of the body and, co-i 
sequently, of pleasure and pain. Those are mistaken who maintain that 
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release enables the soul, not only to get rid of all pains,'but also to attain 
eternal pleasure, for pleasure is a impermanent as pain and the body., 

s mHuu pg ra*sj: »ys>W 

: samana-aneka-dharma-pnapatteh, from the appear¬ 
ance of several common properties ' vipratipatteh, from con¬ 
tradiction ; upalabdhi-anupalabdhi-avyavastha- 

tah, from absence of uniformity of apprehension and from that of non¬ 
apprehension / vis sa-apeksah, in which there is need of the} 

distinguishing mark; - fiOTvft vimarsah, consideration, j udgment; 
samSayah, doubt. 

23. Doubt, which is a conflicting judgment about the precise 
character of an object, arises from the recognition of properties com¬ 
mon to many objects, or of properties not common to any of the objects, 
from conflicting testimony, and from irregularity of perception and 
non-perception. 

Doubt is of five kinds, according as it arises from— 

(1) Recognition of common properties, e.g., seeing in the twihight a 
tall object we cannot decide whether it is a man or a post, for the pro¬ 
perty of tallness belongs to both, 

(2) Recognition of properties not common, e.g., hearing a sound., -one 
questions whether it is eternal or not, for the property of soundeeea 
abides neither in man, beast, etc., that are non-eternal, nor in atoms 
which are eternal. 

(3) Conflicting testimony, e g., merely by study one cannot decide 
whether the soul exists, for one system of philosophy affirms that it does, 
while another system states that it does not. 

(4) Irregularity of perception) e.g., we perceive water in the tank 
where it really exists, but water appears also to exist in the mirage where 
it really does not exist. 

A question arises whether water is perceived only when a actually 
exists, or even when it does not exist. 

♦ 

(5) Irregularity of non-perception, e.g., we do not perceive water in 
the radish where it really exists, and also on dry land where it does not 

exist. 

A question arises whether water is not perceived only when it does 
not exist, or also when it does exist. 


THH NYAYA SUTRAS 


vt yam, which. ;*nn^,b a m , object; adhikritya, intending; 

JOTWt pravartate, acts ■ tat, that. rntlH»ntprayoj anam,purpose. 

24 4 Purpose is that with an eye to which one proceeds to act. 

Purpose refers to the thing which one e-ndeavours to attain or avoid, 

[A man collects fuel for the purpose of cooking his food]. 

„ . lautika-parikkarulm, of average men and of men 

possessing discrimination either by nature or as a result of education ; 

i«t£f arthe, in which object ; *7 baddhi samyam, com¬ 
munity of idea 1 ; R* sah, that; 'dristantah, example, familiar instance. 

25. a familiar instance is the thing about which an ordinary 
man and an expert entertain the same opinions. 

[With regard to the general proposition, "wherever there is smoke 
there is fire," the Samiliar instance is a kitchen in which fire and smoke 
abide together, to the satisfaction of an ordinary man as well as an acute 
investigator], 

tantra-adhikarana abOhyupagama samsthithi., 
established'truth about the subject matter of a tantra or course of tea¬ 
ching about a number of interrelated subjects, or of an adhikarana or 
topic of discussion or of an abhyuagarua or admission without proof ; 
siddhantah, conclusion, established tenet. 

26. An established tenet is a dogma resting on the authority 
of 3r certain school, hypothesis, or implication. 

sarva-tantra-prati-tantra- 

adhi-karaua-abhyupagama-samsthiti-artha-antara-bhavat, owing to diffe¬ 
rences as tenets of all the tantras of a particular tantra, of a topic or of 
an admission. 

27. The tenet is of four kinds owing, tothe distinction between 
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sarva-tantra-avirnddhah, unopposed in all tantraa or 
By Stems ; tan tie, in the particular tantrn or system ; «rfw$a: adhikpi- 
tah, included, intended, dealt with, treated ; ottci % 3fRT: sarva-tantra- 
siddhhntat, established tenet of all the systems, universal tenet. 


28. A dogma of all the schools is a tenet which is not 
opposed by any school and is claimed by at least one school. 


The five elements (viz., earth, water, light, air and ether), the five 
objects of sense (viz., smell, taste, colour, touch and sound), etc., are 
tenets which are accepted by all the schools. 

“ufiw^T%gTrrr:” 

M i X 1 V M 

s&m&na-tantra-fliddhah, accepted in identical or allied 
systems ; 973 * 31 para-tautra-asiddhuh, not accepted in different 
systems ; prati-tantra-siddh&ntah, established tenet of a 

particuler system, particular tenet. 

29. A dogma peculair to some school' is a tenet which is 
accepted by similar schools, but rejected by opposite schools. 

" A thing cannot come into existence out of nothing"—this is a 
peculiar dogma of the Sankhyas. [The eternity of sound is a peculiar 
dogma of the Mimamsakas]. 

uree gw w fai| 

IU l O b II 

yat-siddhau, on and in the proof of which, j WWtfWrfllflCS 
anya-prakarana-siddhih, another sub-topic ia proved and needed; 7?: aah, 
that ; adhikarana-Biddhftntah, established tenet of a topio 

of disonssion. 

30. An hypothetical dogma is a tenet which, if accepted, 
leads to the acceptance of another tenet. 
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There is a soul apart from the senses, because it can recognise 
one and the same object by seeing and touching." If you accept this 
tenet you must also have accepted the following :—(1) That the senses 
are more than one, (2) that each of the senses has its particular object, 

(3) that the soul derives its knowledge through the channels of the senses, 

(4) that a substance which is distinct from its qualities is the abode of 
them, etc. 





11 ^ I \ l W H 

a-pariksita-abhyupagamAt, after admission of a 
tenet without proof or examination ; ifltftof tat-viie^a-parik^anatn, 

examination of particulars concerning it j abhyupagama- 

■iddh&ntah, established tenet of an admission without proof or of a con¬ 
cession. 


31. An implied dogma is a tenet which is not explicitly 
declared as such, but which follows from the examination of particulars 
concerning it. 


The discussion, whether sound is eternal or non-eternal, pro-suppo- 
ses that it is a substance. "That sound is a substance" is here an 
implied dogma. [The mind has nowhere been stated in the Nyaya-sutra 
to be a sense-organ, but it follows from the particulars examined concer¬ 
ning it that it is so]. 


“sprout:” 


prati jfiA-betn-ud&harana-npanaya-nigama- 
n&ni, proposition, mark, instance, ratiocination and inference ; wnti 
avayav&b, members of a syllogism. 


32. The members ( of a syllogism) are proposition, reason, 
example application, and conclusion. 

[1. Proposition.—This hill is fiery, 

. 2. Reason.—Because it is smoky, 

3. Example.—Whatever is smoky is fiery, as a kitchen, 

4. Application.—So is this hill (smoky), 

5. Conclusion.—Therefore this hill is fiery.] 

Some lay down Jive more members as follows :— 
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1 (a) Inquiry as to the proposition (jijnasa).—Is this hill fiery in 

all its parts, or in a particular part ? 

2 (a) Questioning tho reason ( samsaya ).—That which you call 
smoke may be nothing but vapour. 

3 (a) Capacity of the example to warrant the conclusion (sakya- 
prapti)—Is it true that smoke is always a concomitant of fire ? In a 
kitchen there are of course both smoke and fire, but in a red-hot iron- 
ball there is no smoke. 

4 (a) Purpose for drawing the conclusion ( prayojana ) —Purpose 
consists in the determination of the true conditions of the hill, in order 
to-ascertain whether it is such that one can approach it, or such that one 
should avoid it, or such that one should maintain an attitude of indiffer¬ 
ence towards it. 

4 (b) Dispelling all questions ( samsayavyudasa).—It is beyond all 
question that the hill is smoky, and that smoke is an invariable concomi¬ 
tant of fire. 

“wrafn" ii \ \ \ \ ^ ii 

OTMtfHifct! sadhya-nirdeSah, declaration of what ia to be established; 
ffRlSJI pratijna, proposition. 

33. A proposition is the declaration of what is to be estab¬ 
lished. 

Sound is non-eternal—this is a proposition. 

udahararta-sadharmyat, through similarity to instance; 

ITP3>f. sadhya-sadbanam, statement of the means -of establishing what 
is to be established ; R: hetuh, mark. 

34, The reason is the means for establishing what is to be 
established through the homogeneous or affirmative character of the 
example. 

Proposition.—Sound is non-eternal. 

Reason.—Because it is produced, 

Example (homogeneous).—Whatever is produced is non-eternal, as 
a pot. 

The example " pot ” possesses the same character as is implied in 
the reason, viz,, "being.produced," inasmuch at both are non-eternal. 


THE NYAYA-SUTRA. 


15 


“fTdf tqwfa 

*pn tatha, likewise ; vaidbarmyat, through dissimilarity to 

instance. 

35. likewise through heterogeneous-ox negative character. 

Proposition.—Sound is non-eternal, 

Reason.—Because ft is produced, 

Example (heterogeneous).— Whatever is not non-eternal is not pro¬ 
duced, as the soul. 

The example " soul " possesses a character heterogeneous to that 
Which is implied in the reason, viz , "being produced.," inasmuch as one 
is eternal and the other non-eternal. 

sadhya-sadharmyat, through similarity to what is to be 
■established • aapfawfl tat-dharma-bliavi, in which tfee property of what 
is to be established exists ; dristantah, example gtq tg t q p fr udahara- 
ciam, instance. 

36. PL homogeneous (or affirmative example isa familiar 
instance which is known to possess the property to be established, and 
which implies that this property is invariably c ntained in the reason 
given. 

Proposition.—Sound is non-eternal, 

Beason.—Because it is produced, 

Homogeneous example. —Whatever is produced is non-eternal, as a. 
pot. 

Here " pot " is a familiar instance which possesses the property of 
non-eternality and implies that whatever is "produced" is attended by 
the .same property (non-etemality). 

aTfwmji “ranfbm? n^iv# 

afjufat tat-viparyayat, through dissimilarity to what is to be estab¬ 
lished ; va, or ; vipailtam, contrary, opposite. 

37. A heterogeneous (or negative) example is a familiar 
instance which is knowp.to be devoid of the property to be established 
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and which implies that the absence of this property is invariably rejec¬ 
ted in the reason given. 

Proposition.—Sound is non-eternal, 

Reason.—Because it is produced. 

Heterogeneous examples —Whatever id not non-eternal is not produced, 
as the soul. 

Here the "soul" is a familiar instance which is known to be devoid 
of the property of non-eternality and implies that if anything were pro¬ 
duced, it would necessarily be deprived of the quality of eternality, i.e. 
•being produced' and 'eternal 1 are {incompatible epithets. 

“zmw.” n ^ i \ i ii . 

udaharana-apekat dependent upon instance ; ?Wr tatha, 
so.. 9'KffW upasamharah winding up, conluding. * fWT ffa na tathaiti, not 
so» f| va, or; ST**ff*T sAdhyasya, of what is to be established g'praf) a - 
nayah. ratiocination. 

38. Application is a winding up, with reference to the example, 
of what is to be established as being so or not so. 

Application is of two kinds : (1) Affirmative and (2) Negative. The 
affirmative application, which is expressed by the word "so-," occurs 
when the example is of an affirmative character. The negative, which is 
expressed by the phrase "not so," occurs when the example is of a nega¬ 
tive character. 

Proposition —Sound is non-eternal, 

Beason.—Because it is produced, 

Example.—Whatever is produced is non-eternal, as a pot, 

Affirmative application.-So is sound (produced), 

Conclusion.—Therefore sound is non-eternal. 

Or: 

Proposition.—Sound is non-eternal. 

Beason.—Because it is produced, 

Example.—Whatever is eternal is not produced, as the soul. 

Negative application. —Sound is not so (i.e., sound is not not-pro- 
duced), 

Conclusion,—Therefore sound is not eternal. 
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r: MHfiivi “ftniRif nwn<n 


hetn-apadefiat, 
pratijnayah, of proposition ; 
ftmnm nigamanam, inference. 


after statement of the mark ; aftrsrmt 
gqjfaf punah-vachanam, re-statement ; 


39. conclusion is the re-stating of the proposition, aaer the 
reason has been mentioned. 


Conclusion is the confirmation of the proposition, aaer the reason 
and the example have been mentioned. 

Proposition.—Sound is non-eternal, 

Reason.—Because it is produced, 

Bxample.—Whatever is produced is non-eternal, as a pot, 
Applicatian.—So is sound (produced). 

Conclusion —Therefore sound is non-eternal. 

ii ^ i \ i u 

wfHnatnt a-vijfiata-tattve, true nature of which is notknown, 
arthe, in the case of an object; Wfs&qqfas; karana-upapatti-tah, byshow¬ 
ing the appropriateness of the desired causes ; tattva-jfiana- 

artham, for the purpose of knowledge of truenature , 3 : 5 : uhah, reasoning; 
ere': tarkah, confutation, reductio ad absnrdum, 


40 Confutation, which is carried on for ascertaining the real 
character of a thing of which the character is not known, is reaso¬ 
ning which reveals the character by showing the absurdity of all con¬ 
trary characters. 

Is the soul eternal or non-eternal ? Here the real character of the 
soul, viz., whether it is eternal, or non-eternal, is not known. In ascertain¬ 
ing the character, we reason as follows :—If the soul were non-eternal, it 
would be impossible for it to enjoy the 1 fruits of its own actions, to 
undergo transmigration, and to attain final release But such a conclu¬ 
sion is absurd : such possibilities are known to belong to the soul : there 
fore, we must admit that the soul is eternal. 

fsnrw “urafcr.” 

3 
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■ fa?**! vimrisya, arguing ; infnrRrwwrt paksa-pratipaksabhyam, from 
opposite positions. ; artha-avadharanam, determination of 

object ; ftor<n nirnayah, ascertainment. 

41. Ascertainment is the removal of doubt, and the determi¬ 
nation of a question, by hearing two opposite sides. 

A person wavers and doubts if certain statements are advanced to 
him by one of two parties, but opposed by the other party. His doubt 
is pot removed until by the application of reason he can vindicate either 
of the parties. The process by which the vindication is effected is called 
ascertainment. Ascertainment is not, however, in all cases preceded 
by doubt; for instance, in the case of perception things are ascertained 
directly. So also we ascertain things directly by the authority of scrip¬ 
tures, or through discussion. But in the case of investigation, doubt must 
precede ascertainment. 
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imFmfFrnfef: q^iqq^Tq- 

q^r: q^&q^qftartT u ^f u \ \ ^ i \ u 

STWP!JiT$?TT v 35|l , ?ra5iTs pramatta-tarka-sadhana-upalainbhah, proof and 
disproof, affirmation and negation, by means of pramanas or proofs or 
instruments of right knowledge and tarka or confutation; 
siddhanta-a-viruddhah, not opposedtothe established tenets; 
paDcha-avayava-upapannalr, presenting the five members of tho syllog¬ 
ism ;; 7$TStf?naiT<lfTJnr: paksa-pratipaksa-parigrahah, admission of opposite 
views on the same subject ; vadah, discussion. 

42. Discussion is the adoption of one of two opposing sides. 
"What is adopted is analysed in the form of five members, and 
defended by the aid of any of the means of right knowledge, while its 
opposite is assailed by confutation, without deviation from.the established 
tenets—1, 

[ A dialogue or disputation (kathi) is the adoption of aside by a dis¬ 
putant and its opposite by his opponent. It is of three kinds, viz, dia- 
cussion which aims at ascertaining the truth, wrangling which aims at 
gaining victory, and cavil which aims at finding mere faults. A discutient 
is one who engages himself in a disputation as a means of seeking tha 
truth]. 

An instance of discussion is given below :— 

Discutient—There is soul. 

Opponent—Thereisnosoul, 

Discutient—Soul is existent ( proposition ). 

Because it is an abode of consciousness (reason). 

Whatever is not existent, is not an abode of consciousness, 
as-a hare's horn (negative example). 

Soul is not so, that isi, soul is an abode of consciousness 
(negative application). 

Therefore soul is existent (conclusion). 

Opponent—Soul is non-existent (proposition). 

Because, etc. 

Discutient—The scripture which is a verbal testimony declares the- 
existence of soul. 
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Opponent.. 

Diseutient—If there were no soul, it would not be possible to appre¬ 
hend one and the same object, through sight and touch. 


Opponent ... . 

Discutient~Tho doctrine of soul harmonises well with tha various 
tenets which we hold, viz, that there are eternal things, that everybody 
enjoys pleasure or suffers pain, according to his own actions, etc. There¬ 
fore, there is soul. 


[The discussion will be considerably lengthened if the opponent 
happens to be a Buddhist, who does not admit the authority of scripture 
and holds that there are no eternal things, etc.] 


u \ i ^ \ 



\ I 


rtlWW: yatlm-ukta-upapannah, presented as stated i, e. possess 
ing all the characteristics of a discussion ; 

chhala-jati-nigrahasthaua badhana-u-Alambhah, affirmation and nega¬ 
tion by means of quibbling, futility, and opponent's errors jalpah, 

sophistry. 


43. Wrangling, 'which aims at gaining victory, is the defence 
or attack of a proposition in the manner aforesaid, by quibbles, 
futilities, and other processes which deserve rebuke—2. 


A wrangler is one who, engaged in a disputation, aims only at victory, 
being indifferent whether the arguments which he employs support his 
own contention or that of his opponent, provided that he can make out 
a pretext for bragging that he has taken an active part in the disputation. 

* Hftt'rcsreqrwfftt “ fami ji ” «^ t ^ i * n 

H'. sa, that, i. e. sophistry ; TOPfflfVTTOrfirt pratipakasthapanfi- 
hinai, without the demonstration of one of the opposite views ; 
vitanda, cavil. 

44. Gavil is a kind of wrangling, which consists in mere 
attacks on the opposite side—3. 

A oaviller does not endeavour to establish anything, but confines 
himself to mere carping at the arguments of his opponent. 
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“fcStT- 

*t*tt:” n ^ i ^ i ^ ii 

Hnrf»TOfTr??a'ff^J!iqWf?t«’»?miiTS!ia!!T?: savyabhicha •a-viruddha-prakara- 

naaaina sadhyasama-kalautah, erratic or multifarious, contradictory, 
synonymous with the prakarana or subject under discussion, synonymous 
with what is to be established, and time-expired ; hetu-abhasah, 

pseudo-marks. 

45. Fallacies of a reason are the erratic, the contradictory, 
the equal to the question, the un, roved, and the mistimed.—4. 

src^TT^nis: u \ i ^ \ h h 

«nrerf«3V: ana-eka-antikah, not-one-pointed ; sa-vyabhi- 

charah, erratic, 

46. The erratic is the reason which leads to more conclusions 
.than one—5. 

An instance of the erratic is given below :— 

Proposition.—Sound is eternal, 

Erratic reason.—Because it is intangible. 

Example—Whatever is intangible is eternal, as atoms, 

Application.—So is sound (intangible). 

Conclusion.—Therefore sound is eternal. 

Again : 

Proposition.—Sound is non-eternitl. 

Erratic reason.—Because it is intangible. 

Example,—Whatever is intangible, is non-eternal, as intellect, 
Application.—So is sound (intangible). 

Conclusion.—Therefore sound is non-eternal. 

Here from the reason there have been drawn two opposite conclu¬ 
sions, viz. : that sound is eternal, and that sound is non-eternal. The 
reason or middle term is erratic when it is not pervaded by the major 
term, that is, when there is no universal connection between the major 
term and the middle term, as pervader and pervaded. "Intangible" is per¬ 
vaded neither by eternal ' nor by non-eternal.' In fact, there is no 
universal connection between ' intangible ' and ' eternal' or 'non-eternal.' 
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sitldhantam, established tenet; abhyupetya, admit¬ 
ting or defending u;-on , tat-virodhi, contradictory thereof ; P***: 

Viruddhah, contradictory. 

47. 1 he contradictory is the reason which opposes what is to 
be established—6. 

Proposition.—A pot is produced. 

Contradictory reason.—Because it is eternal. 

Here the reason is contradictory, because that which is eternal is 
never produced. 

.11 \ i ^ i <• « 

yasrnat, whence ; prakarana-chinta, discussion of 

the subject ; a: sah, that ; nirnaya-arthara, for the purpose of 

the inference ; apadistah, assigned snptSKlfcia rana-samah, 

synonymous with the subject under consideration. 

48. Equal to the question is the reason which provokes the 
'very question, for the solution of which it was employed.—7. 

Proposition—Sound is non-eternal. 

Reason which is equal to the question —Because it is not possessed of 
the attribute of eternality. 

' Von-eternal is the same as ’not possessed of the attribute of 
eternality.' In determining the question, whether sound is non-eternal, 
the reason given is that sound is non eternal,or, in other words,the reason 
begs the question. 

u ^ i ^ i e u 

StTttnfqPfTE: sfidhya avis stah, not distinguished from what is to 
be established ; sadhya-tvat, requiring to be established ; 

sadhya-samah, synonymous with what is to be established. 

49. The unproved is the reason which stands in need of proof, 
in the same way as the proposition does—8. 

Proposition.—Shadow is a substance. 

Unproved reason.—Because it possesses motion. 

Heie, unless it is actually proved that shadow possesses motion, we 
cannot accept it as the reason for the proposition that shadow is a sub- 
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stance. Just as the proposition stands in need of proof, so does the reason 
itself. It is possible that the motion belongs to the person who causes 
that obstruction of light which is called shadow. 



II \ I ^ I « « 


kala atyaya-apadistah, assigned aaer lapse of time ; 


wrarcfar: kala-atitah, time-expired, mistimed. 


50. The mistimed is the reason which is adduced when the 


time is passed in which it might hold good.—9. 

Proposition.—Sound is durable. 

Mistimed reason.—Because it is manifested by union, as a colour. 


The colour of ajar is manifested when the jar cornes into union with 
a lamp, but the colour existed before the union took place, and will con¬ 
tinue to exist aaer the union has ceased. Similarly, the sound of a drum 
is manifested when the drum comes into union with a rod, and the sound 
must, aaer the analogy of the colour, be presumed to have existed before 
the union took place, and to continue to exist aaer the union has ceased. 
Hence, sound is durable. The reason adduced here is mistimed, because 
the manifestation of sound does not take place at the time when the drum 
comes into union with the rod, but at a subsequent moment when the 
union has ceased. In the case of colour, however, the manifestation takes 
pluco just at the time when the jar comes into union with the lamp. Be¬ 
cause the time of their manifestation is different, the analogy between 
colour and sound is not complete; therefore, the reason is mistimed. 

Some interpret the aphorism as follows :—The mistimed is the 
reason which is adduced in a wrong order among the five members, 
for instance, as, if the reason is stated before the proposition. But this 
interpretation, according to VAtsyyana, is wrong; for a word bears its 
legitimate connection with another word (in a Sanskrit sentence) even i£ 
they are placed at a distance from each other, and, on the other hand, 
even the closest proximity is of no use if the words are disconnected in 
their sense. Moreover, the placing of members in a wrong order is 


noticed in the Nyaya-sfltra as a nigrahasthdna (occasion for rebuke), 
called aprdpta-kdla (inopportune). (V. ii. 11.) 



Il^l^ll 


vachana-vighatuh,oppositiontostatement; wsffarspsqtoreqT 


artha-vikalpa-upapattya, by the assumption of an alternative import ; 
chhalarn, quibble, finding fault with. 


(Quoted by Vatsyayana in the Nyaya-bhasya, p, 250). 
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51. Quibble is the opposition offered to a proposition by the 
assumption of an alternative meaning.—10. 

%ra- 

U \ I ^ I \\ w 

tat, it; fflfW tri-vidham, three-fold ; BTCBSf vak-chhalam, quib¬ 
ble in respect of a word : satnanya-chhalam, quibble in respect 

of a genus upaehara-chhalam, quibble in respect of a metaphor; 

cha iti, and. 


52. It is of three kinds, viz, quibble in respect of a term, quibble 
In respect of a genus, and quibble in respect of a metaphor.—11. 




5?^* ii \ i ^ i ^ n 


a-viaesa-abhihite, stated in a general way ; *rif arthe, 
in respect of an object aap vaktuh, speaker's ; abhiprayat, 

from the intention ; su?f-tTT^>5t!|r artha antara-kalpana, supposition of a 
different object; ak-clihalam, quibble in respect of words. 


53. Qujbble in respect of a term consists in wilfully taking 
the term in a sense other than that intended by a speaker who has 

happened to use it anting ousiy.—12. 

* 

A speaker says : " This boy is nava-kcimbala (possessed of a new 
blanket)." 


A quibbler replies: " This boy is not certainly nava-kambala 
(possessed of nine blankets), for he has only one blanket." 


Here the word nava, which is ambiguous, was used by the speaker 
in the sense of " new, " but has been wilfully taken by the quibbler in 
the sense of "nine." 

M i ^ i V * 

sambhavatnh, possible ; wfex arthasya, of import ; 
atisamanya-yogat, from the application of a higher 
genus ; a-sambhata-artha-kalpana, supposition of an 

impossible import; samanya-chhalam, quibble in respect of a 


geuus. 
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54 Quibble in respect of a genus consists in asserting the 
impossibility of a thing which is really possible, on the Iground that it 
belongs to a certain genus which is very wide.—13. 

A speaker says: "This Brahmana is possessed of learning and 
conduct. " 

An objector replies : "It is impossible, for how can it be inferred 
that this person is possessed of learning and conduct because he is a 
Brahmana ? There are little boys who are Brahuianas, yet not possessed 
of learning and conduct." 

Here the objector is a quibbler, for he knows well that possession 
of learning and conduct was not meant to be an attribute of fche whole 
class of Brahmanas, but it was ascribed to "this " particular Brahraana 
who lived long enough in the world co render it possible for him to 
pursue studies and acquire good morals. 

n ^ i ^ i n 

dharma-vikalpa-nirdese, in the case of transference 
of epithet ; artha-sadbhava-pratisedhah, denial of the 

possibility of sense ; upachara-chhalain, quibble in respect of a 

metaphor. 

55. Qnjbble In respect of a metaphor consists in denying 
the proper meaning of a word by taking it literally, while it was used 
metaphorically, and vice versa. —14. 

A speaker says: "The scaffolds cry out. " 

An objector replies: It is impossible for scaffolds to cry out, for they 
are inanimate objects." 

Here the objector is a quibbler, for he knew well that the word 
scaffolds was used to signify those standing on the scaffolds. 

u \ i ^ i w it 

OTOgg vak-chhalam, verbal quibble, playing on words ; eva, 
itself ; upachara-chhalam, metaphorical quibble, playing on 

metaphors ; tat-ariaesat, there being no difference from it- 

56. It may be said that quibble in respect of a metaphor is in 

4 
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reality quibble in respect of a term, for the first is not different from 
the second.—15. . 

5! w X M 1 w 

•Tna, not; tat-artha-antara-bbavat, being different 

objects. Denial of the possibility of sense is -not the same as the 
supposition of a different sense. 

57. But it is rot so, for there is a distinction between them.—16. 

Words are taken in their direct (literal) meanings in the case of 
quibblo in respect of a term,' while they are taken in their direct (literal) 
as well as indirect (secondary) meanings in the case of 'quibble in 
respect of a metaphor.' 

sn w \ t \ \ u 

avisese, in the absence f distinction ; va, or; f$faq[ 
kinchit sadharmyat through partial similarity ; eka-chhala- 

prasangah, one quibble only will result. 

58. If you do not admit that one is different from another 
simply because there is some similarity between them, then we should 
have only one Kind of quibble,.—17. 

If 'quibble in respect of a metaphor' were not different from 
quibble in respect of a term, ' then these two also would not be different 
from ’quibble in respect of a genus,’ because there is some similarity 
among all of them. This is absurd, hence the three kinds of quibble 
Are different from one another. 

u \ i ^ i it 

sadharmya-vaidharinyabhyain, by means ofsimila- 
rity and dissimilarity ; pratyavastLanam,opposition ; jatih, 

futility. 

59. Futility consists in offering objections founded on mere 
similarity or dissimilarity.—18. 

A disputant says ; " The soul is inactive because it is all-pervading 
.as ether. " 

,His opponent replies : " If the soul is inactive because it bears simi¬ 
larity to ether as being all-pervading, why is it not active because it 
bears similarity to a pot as being a seat of union ?" 
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The reply is futile, because it overlooks tire raniversa! connection 
between the middle term and the major term which is existent in the 
arguments of tke disimpotant, but wanting in the arguments of the opponent. 
Whatever is all-pervading is inactive, but whatever is a seat of union 
is not necessarily active. 

Or again : 

Disputant.—Bound is non-eternal, because Unlike ether it is a product. 

Opponent.—If sound is non-eternal because as a product it is dis¬ 
similar to ether, why is it not eternal because,aa an object of auditory 
perception it is dissimilar to a pot ? 

The reply is futile, because it overlooks the universal disconnection 
between the middle term and the absence of the major term. There is a 
universal disconnection between a product" and " not non-eternal," 
but there is no such disconnection between " an object of auditory per¬ 
ception " and 'not eternal. " 

“frofrowC u \ i ^ \ \< h 

ffctfaqfa: vipratipattih, wrong deduction ; surfaqfif; apratipattih, 
indecision; ^:ha, and; brflfWrfnigraha-sthanam, occasion for rebuke, 
ground of defeat. 

60. An occasion for rebuke arises when, one misunderstands, 
or does not understand at all.—19. 

If a person begins to argue in a way which betrays his utter 
ignorance,.or wilfully misunderstands and yet persists in showing that 
he understands well, it i of no avail to employ counter arguments. He 
is quite unfit to be argued with, and there is nothing left for his opponent 
but to turn him oat or quit his company rebuking him as a blockhead 
or a knave 

An instance of occasion for rebuke :— 

Whatever is not quality, is substance. 

w 

Because there is nothing except colour, etc quality ) 

A person who argues in the above way is to be rebuked as a fool 
for his reason (which admits only quality) opposes his proposition 
(which admits both quality and substance ) 

Another instance : 

Disputant.—Fire is not hot. 

Opponent.—But the evidence of touch disproves such a statement. 
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Disputant, in order to pain the confidence of the assembled people, 
says—"O learned audience, listen, I do not say that fire is not hot, " etc. 

It is only meet that the opponent should quit the company of a 
-man who argues in this way. 

i 5(° ii 

tat-vikalpat, from their varieties ; sirltrf’RIfWR j&ti- 

nigrahasthana-bahutvam, multiplicity of futility and ground of 
defeat. 

61. Owing to the variety of kinds, there is multiplicity of 
futilities and Occasions for rebuke.—20. 

There are 24 kinds of futility and 22 kinds of occasion for rebuke 
which will be treated respectively in Chapter I and Chapter II of Book V 
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^bCR: II ^ I \ I \ II 

sauuana-aneka-dharma-adhyavasayat, from the 
ascertainment of common or more than one attributes of two objects ; 
tlTCTCTTOwfciTCRntltT anyatara-dharma-adhyavasayat, from the ascertain¬ 
ment of the attributes of one of them ; *n va, or ; •! na, not, tfWl: samsayah, 
doubt. 


62. Some say that doubt cannot arise from the recognition of 
common and uncommon properties, whether conjointly or separately.-!, 


Conjointly .—It is said that doubt about an object is never pro¬ 
duced if both the common and uncommon properties of the object are 
recognised. For instance, if we see in the twilight a tall object which 
moves, we do not doubt whether it is a man or a post. We at once decide 
that it is a man, for though tallness is a property possessed in common 
by man and post, locomotion is a property which distinguishes a man from 
a post. 

Separately. —Likewise, doubt about an object is said never to be pro¬ 
duced if only the common or the uncommon properties are recognised. For 
instance, if we see a tall object in the twilight, we have no reason to doubt 
whether it is a man or a post. Tallness is certainly a property possessed 
in common by man and post, but the tallness of a man is not identical 
with that of a post: it merely resembles it. Now, the knowledge of simi¬ 
larity between the t-allness of a man and that of a post presupposes a 
knowledge of the man and the post, of which two kinds of tallness are 
attributes. If there is already a knowledge of the man and the post, 
there cannot be any doubt about them, for knowledge is the vanquisher 
of doubt. 



II ^ I \ I ^ II 


viprafripatti-avyavastha-adhyavasayat, from 
the ascertainment of contradiction or of irregularity of perception and 
non-perception. cha, and, 


63. It ife further said that doubt cannot arise, either from 
conflicting testimony, or from the irregularity of perception and non¬ 
perception.—2 
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muferqrft ^ ^rnif^rS: ii ^ » \ \ \ u 

vipratipatta, if contradiction be a cause of doubt; cha, 
also ; sampratipatteh, from agreement, 

64. In the case of conflicting testimony there is, according to 
them, a strong conviction (on each side).—?. 

Suppose a disputant (Naiyayika) says i there ia soul. Hiopponent 
(Buddhist) replies : there is no soul. 

The disputant and his opponent are quite sure that their respective 
statements are correct. Hence there is no doubt, but on the contrary 
there is conviction, in the minds of both. 

m\\n 

avyavastlia, irregularity; atmani, in itself; 
vyavasthita-tvat, being regular ; cha, and; a-vyava- 

Bthayah, from irregularity. 

65. Doubt, they say, does not arise from the irregularity of 
perception and non-perception, because in the irregularity itself there 
is regularity.—A. 

An irregularity may be designated as such with reference to some¬ 
thing else, but with reference to itself it ia settled fact. If the irregu¬ 
larity is settled in itself, it is regular and cannot cause doubt. On the 
other hand, if the irregularity is not settled in itself, it ia devoid of its 
own character and cannot cause doubt. 

n ^ i * t h » 

wn katha, similarly ; «rcu?*r atyaata-samfiayah, endless doubt; 

tat-dhanna-satatya-upapaUeh, from continuous existence 
of the attributes thereof. 

66 . Likewise, .there is, they say, the chance of an endless doubt f 
owing to the continuity of its cause.—5. 

Recognition of properties common to many objects is, for instance, 
a cttse of doubt. The common properties continue to exist, and hence 
there will, they say, be no cessation of doubt. 

^ t \ t \ u 
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TOhCT'HWW’ini yathfr-ukta-adhyavasAyat, from the ascertainment as 
stated by the opponent - eva, certainly tat-visesa- 

apeksat, in which there is need of the differentia ; samsaye, doubt 

arising ; na, not; a-samaayah, absence of doubt; na, not ; 

WWW* atyanta-samsayah, endless doubt ; WT va, or. 

67. In reply, it is stated that the recognition of properties 
common to many objects, etc., are certainly causes of doubt, if there 
is no reference to the precise characters of the objects : there is no 
•chance ofno -doubt or ofe-doubt. — 6. 

It is admitted that doubt does not arise from the recognition of 
common and uncommon properties conjointly. Aphorism 2-1-1 brings 
forth the objection that doubt is not produced even by the recognition 
of common or uncommon properties alone. It is said that, while we see 
a tall object in the twilight, we at once think of a man and a post, both 
ofwhich.are tall. Thus there is knowledge rather than doubt about 
the man and post suggested by the tall object. The present aphorism 
dismisses the objection, by stating that there is certainly a common (non- 
distinctive) knowledge about a man and a post suggested by the tall 
object, but there is no precise (distinctive) knowledge about them. Precise 
knowledge (that is,, knowledge of the precise character which distinguishes 
a man from a post) being absent, doubt must arise. Similar arguments 
will apply to doubt arising from the recognition of non-common 
properties alone. 

Aphorisms 2-1-2 and 2-1-3 raise he objection that doubt does not 
arise from conflicting testimony as the disputant and his opponent are 
both confident of their respective contentions. The present aphorism 
disposes of the objection, by pointing out that, in the case of conflicting 
statements, one is led to believe that both statements are worth consi¬ 
deration, but is unable to penetrate into the precise characters of the 
statements. Hence, though the disputant and his opponent remain fixed, 
the umpire and the audience are thrown into doubt by their conflicting 
statements. 

Aphorism 2-1-4 raises the objection that doubt cannot arise from 
the irregularity of perception and non-perception, as the irregularity is 
settled in itself. The present aphorism meets the objection by stating 
that the irregularity cannot be concealed by metre verbal tricks. The 
irregularity, though settled in itself, does not lose its own character mail 
the objects winch cause it are removed. 
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Aphorism 2-1-6 gives rise to the fear that there is the possibility of an 
endless doubt, inasmuch as the cause is continuous. The present aphor¬ 
ism removes the fear by stating that, though materials of doubt) such as 
common properties, etc., continue to exist, we do not always recognise 
them. Unless there is recognition of the common properties, etc., there 
cannot be doubt. 

^II ^ | ^ | ® it 

W yatra, wherever; tfSRt samSayah, doubt; gg tatra, there; ^ 
evam, in this way ; uttara-uttara-prasafigah, sequence of 

arguments one aaer another. 

68 . Examination should be made in this way of each case 
where there is room for doubt.—7. 

It has been stated that knowledge about the true nature of the cate¬ 
gories consists in the true knowledge of their enunciation, definition, and 
examination. In case of well-known facts admitted by all, there should be 
no examination. We are to examine only those cases where there is room 
for doubt. The authur explains, therefore, first the nature of doubt, aud 
then proceeds to exain.ne the other categories, lest there should be any 
room for doubt in them. 

: 11 ^ i \ \ c \\ 

pratyaksaalinam, of perception and the rest; 
a-pranoanyam, absence of the characteristic of being tha means'of right 
knowledge ; traik41ya-asiddheh, because of their non-opera¬ 

tion in any of the three divisions of time, past, present, and future. 

69. Perception and other means of knowledge, says an objector, 
are invalid, as they are impossible at all the three times,—8. 

According to the objector, perception is impossible at the present 

r 

past and future times, or, in other words, perception can neither be prior 
to, nor posterior to, nor simultaneous with, the objects of sense. 

11 ^ i \ i < 11 

parvam before ; ft hi, because : iIWTtaftufl pramAna-siddhau, if 
the mear t 'ledge, perception, etc., come into'existence ' ^ 

na ' n0t ’ m ^ driya-artha-sannikarsat, from tha contact of 



THE 


NYAYA-SUTRAS. 


83 


the sense and object; wvtfnftrt pratyaksa-utpatti, production of 
perception. 

70. If perception occurred anteriorly it could not, he says, 
have arisen from the contact of a sense with its object.—9. 

With reference to the percdption of colour, for instance, it is asked 
whether the colour precedes perception or the perception precedes colour. 

If you say that perception occurred anteriorly or preceded the colour, you 
must give up your definition of perception, viz., that perception arises 
from the contact of a sense with its object. 

qtnJWj paSchat, aaer ; fad siddhau, if it comes into existence; if 
na, not ; snu'jfr?: pramanebhyah, from the means of right knowledge; 
prameya-siddhih, establishment of what is to be proved. 

71. If perception is supposed to occur posteriorly you cannot, 
he continues, maintain the conclusion that objects of sense are estab¬ 
lished by perception.—10. 

The objection stands thus :—The means of right knowledge are 
stated by you to be perception, inference, comparison and verbal testi¬ 
mony. All objects of right knowledge are said to be established by them. 
The objects of sense, for instance, are supposed to be established by per¬ 
ception : colour is said to be established by visual perception. This 
conclusion will have to be abandoned if you say that perception occurs 
posteriorly to the objects. 

u ^ i \\ ir 

yugapat, simultaneously ; f?TJfiddhau, if it comes into exist¬ 
ence; prati-artha-nijata-t'ar,, being restricted to each 

object ; krama-vritti tva-abhavah, absence of the charac 

teristic of being in successive order ; b uddhiuatn,ofcognitions. 

72. If perception were simultaneous with its object there would 
not, says the objector, be any order of succession in our cognitions, 
as there is no such order in their corresponding objects.—11. 

Various objects of sense can exist at one time, e.g , colour and smell 
exist in a flower at the same time. If we hold that perception is simul¬ 
taneous with its object, we must admit that the colour and th smell eaa 
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be perceived at the same time, that is, our perception of colour must be 
-admitted to be simultaneous with our perception of smell. This is absurd, 
because two acts of perception, nay, two cognitions cannot take place 
fef the same time. As there is an order of succession in our cognitions, 
perception cannot be simultaneous with its object. The aphorism may 
also be explained as follows:—• 

In knowing a colour we perform, we may say, two kinds of 'know¬ 
ledge simultaneously, viz., perception and inference. As soon as our ey 
comes in contact with the colour, perception results which does 
'not, however, enable us to be aware of the colour. The colour is brought 
home to us by -inference which, we may say, is performed simultaneously 
with the perception. 'Now, says the objector, perception and inference 
being two different kinds of knowledge cannot be simultaneous, as the 
mind which is an atomic substance cannot be instrumental in producing 
more than one kind of knowledge at a time. 

h ^ i \ \ ^ « 

trailalya-asiddheh, from the non-existence (of the means 
of rght knowledge) in all the three times ; pratiedha- 

anupapattih, non-establishment of denial or negation. 

73. In reply, it is stated that if perception and other means of 
right knowledge are impossible, the denial of them is also impossible.-12. 

Owing to absence of the matter to be denied, the denial is inopera¬ 
tive. 

OTJWP!Fsfaifat<tsarva-pramana pratisedhat, owing to the dental of 
-all the means of right knowledge ; cha, and ; nffl'tarj'TOftr pratisedha- 
an-upapattih, non-existence of dental. 

74. Moreover, the denial itself cannot be established, If you deny 
all means of right knowledge.—13, 

If you are to establish anything (e g., denial), you can do so only 
by one or more of the means of right knowledge, viz., perception, infer¬ 
ence, comparison, etc. If you deny them, there will be lea nothing 
which will lead you to the establishment of the thing. Hence you will not 
be able to establish the denial itself, 


THE NYAYA-SUTRAS. 


35- 


tpsmnoil tat-pramanye, if denial is valid; <(?’ va, or; tf na, not ; 

sarva-pramana-vipratisedhah, denial of all the means of 

right knowledge. 

75. If you say that your denial is- based on a certain means of 
right knowledge, you do thereby acknowledge the validity of the 
means.—14, 

Suppose you deny a things because it is not perceived. You do there- 
fey acknowledge that perception is a means of right knowledge. Similarly, 
inference, etc., are also to be acknowledged as meana of right knowledge. 





trai-kalya-apratisedhah., non-denialby reference to 
three times ; ^ cha, and ; sabdat, from sound; atodya- 

aiddhivat, like the proof of the existence of the drum; tat-siddheh, 

from, the proof of their existence. 


76. The means of right knowledge cannot, therefore, be denied. 
They are established in the manner that a drum is proved by its sound. 
—15. 

There is, says Vatsyayana, no fixed rale that the- means of right 
knowledge should precede objects of right knowledge or should suc¬ 
ceed them or be simultaneous with them The order of precedence is 
never uniform. Look at the analogous cases : a drum precedes its sound, 
and illumination succeeds the sun while smoke is synchronous with fire, 


srfrrr ^ gsnsrmriRsrat ti ^ i \ \ \\ n 

n&TT prameya, what is to be established; ^ cha, and; tula, 
something possessing weight, a pair of scales, a measure of weight ; 

pramanya-vat, like its being a means of right knowledge by 
being used as a weight. 


77. The character of an object of right knowledge resembles 
that of a balance by which a thing is weighed..—16. 

Just as a balance is an instrument for measuring weight, but is a 
measured object when it is itself weighed in another balance, so the 
senses, eHsc„are paid to be instruments of right knowledge from one point 
of view,.aad objects o-f right knowledge from another point of view. The 
eye, for instance is ani instrument of perception as well as an object of 
perception. So also the m-e-ans of right knowledge may, if occasion arises, 
be also regarded us objects of right knowledge. 
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ffJTWia: pran an i-tah, from the moans of right knowledge ; m- 
siddheh, knowledge or proof being; ffJfWjPtt pramananam, of the means of 
right knowledge ; pramana-antara.siddhi-prasangah, 

implication of the existence of other means of right knowledge. 

78. If an object of right knowledge, continues the objector, is 
to be established by a means of right knowledge, this latter needs 
also to be established by another means of right knowledge,—17. 

The objection stands thus :— 

You say that an object of right knowledge is to be established by a 
means of right knowledge. I admit this, and ask how yon establish 
the means of right knowledge itself. Since a means of right knowledge 
may also be regarded as an object of right knowledge, you are required 
to establish the so-called means of right knowledge, by another means of 
right knowledge, and so on. 

tat-vinivrittehh, in case of the cessation of the other means 
aaer the cognition of the means of right knowledge ; VT va, on the other 
hand ; pramana-siddhi-vat, as in the case of the proof or 

knowledge of the means of right knowledge ; p-fcrfaf*;: prameya- 
siddhij proof of the object of right knowledge. 

79. Or, he continues, if a means of right knowledge does not 

v 

require another means of right knowledge for its establishment, let an 
object of right knowledge be also established without any means of 
right knowledge,—18. 

A means of right knowledge stands in the same category as an 
object of right knowledge, if you are to establish either of them. 
If the means of right knowledge is accepted as self-established, 
the object of right knowledge must also, according to the objector, be 
accepted as self-established. In such a conlingency perception, inference, 
etc., will be superfluous. 

st n ^ i \ i n 

*1 na, no ; wftqsrewffirfttqq pradlpa-prakasa-siddhi-vat, like proof 
of illumination of the lamp ; tat-aiddheh, because of the proof 

thereof i. e. the means of right knowledge. 
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80. It is not so : the means of right knowledge are established 
like the illumination of a lamp.—19. 

A lamp illumines a jar and our eye illumines the lamp. Though 
ic is sometimes the lamp, and sometimes the eye, that illumines, you are 
bound to admit ageneral notion of illuminator. Similarly, you must admit 
a general notion of the means of rirht knowledge as distinguished from 
that of the objects of right knowledge. The means will not, of course, 
be regarded as such when included under the category of an object. 

[The aphorism is also interpreted as follows :—Just as a lamp 
illumines itself and the other objects, the means of right knowledge 
establish themselves and the objects of right knowledge. Hence percep¬ 
tion establishes itself and the objects of sense]. 


Note .—Objections raised in aphorisms 8, 9, 10, 11,16, 17 and 18 
emanated from the Buddhist philosophy. The reply given in aphorisms 
12, 13, 14, 15 and 19, represents the views of Brahmanic philosophers 
who regard perception as a real act and objects as self-existent entities. 
According to the Buddhist philosophers, however, neither perception nor 
objects have any self-existence. They acquire an apparent or condi¬ 
tional existence, in virtue of a certain relation which exists between them. 
Cause and effect, long and short, prior and posterior, etc., are all relative 
terms. The whole world is a net-work of relations. The relations them 
selves are illusory, as the objects which are related have no self-existence. 
Hence the world is an illusion, or has a mere conditional existence. But 
where there is conditionally, there is no truth. Truth and conditionality 
are incompatible terms. That which neutralises all relations is the void 
or absolute which lies beyond the conditional world. To speak the truth, 
the world is an absolute nothing, though it has a conditional existence. 
Vide my Translation of the Madhyamika aphorisms in the Journal of the 
Buddhist Text Society, Calcutta, for 1895, 1896, 1897, 1898 and 1899. 





ii ^ ^ ii 

kvachit, in some cases, e. g. lamp ; nivritti-dar- 

6anat, from the observation of cessation ; anivritti-darsanat, 

from the observation of non-cessation or non-absence ; * cha, and ; 
kvachit, in some oases, e.g. jar; vpfrvro: an-eka-antah, not-one-ended, 
uncertain. 

81. Seeing that in some cases other proofs are not required and 
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that in same cases there ia need of other proofs your argument is 
indecisive—20. 


This is in reply to those who argue that just as a right does not 
require anther light to illuminate it, even so the proofs, i. e. the mean 
of right knowledge also may not require anything else to prove them ; in- 
other words, that every means of right knowledge is also the means of ita 
ov'n right knowledge. The reply is that the example cannot be stretched 
so far, because there is nothing to distinguish the hetu (reason)., viz. to 
be the illuminator, from the udaharana ( example ), viz. the lamp, in 
this respect The means of right knowledge and a lump both illuminate 
objects ; a lamp also illuminates itself; but it does not therefore follow,' 
that the means of right knowledge also illuminates itself. For a lamp 
which illuminates objects, can also be illuminated by another lamp ; and 
it would then follow on the same analogy that the means of right know¬ 
ledge which illuminates objects, may be also illuminated by other means 
Thus your argument leads to opposite con-clusions. 



II ^ \ \ I 5ft I? 


* 


pratyaksa-laksana-an-upapattih, non-establishment 
of the definition of perception ; A-sarnagra-vachanat, from 

incomplete statement, 

82. An objector may say that the definition of perception as- 
given before is untenable, because incomplete.—21. 


Perception has been defined as knowledge which arises from the- 
contact of a sense with its object. This difinition is said to be- defective-, 
because it does not notice the conjunction of soul with mind, and of 
mind with sense, which are also causes of perception. 

ITc^tcqT%; II ^ I X I 

5f na, not; atma-mansoh, of soul and mind ; 

sannikarsa-abhave, i n the absence o f ; pratyaksa- 

tttfpafotih, production of perception. 


83. Perception, it is said, cannot arise unless there is conjunc 
tion of soul with mind.—22. 

From the contact of a sense with its object no knowledge arises 
unless, it is said, there is also conjunction of soul with mind. A sense 
coming in contact with its object produces knowledge in oar soul, only if 
the sense is conjoined with the mind. Flence the conjunction of soul 
with mind should be mentioned as a necessary element in the definition 
of perception. 
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xr*f: \\^ \ \ w 

dik-desa,-kala-akasesu, in respect of direction, space, 
time and ether; wfa api, also; ^ evam, similar irefn: prasangah, 
implication. 

84. Were it so, observes one of the assembly then direction, 
: space, time and ether should also be enumerated among the causes of 
perception.—23. 

Direction, space, time and ether are also indispensable conditions in 
the production of knowledge. But even the objector does not feel the 
necessity of enumerating these among the causes of perception. 

srasftr*: u ^ i \ \ u 

jnana-linga-tvab, because cognition or knowledge is its 
mark; atmanah, of s o mi ; n a , not; WRhB anavarodhah, non¬ 

exclusion. 

85. The soul, we point out, has not been excluded from our 
definition, inasmuch as knowledge is a mark of the soul — 24. 

Perception has been described as knowledge, and knowledge implies 
the-soul which is its abode. Consequently, in speaking of knowledge, the 
soul has, by implication, been mentioned as a condition in the production 
of perception. 

tat-ayaugapadya-linga-tvat, because non-simul¬ 
taneity of cognitions is its mark ; 3 cha, and ; * na, not; JFIS: manasah, 
of mind. 


86. The mind, too, has not been omitted from our definition, 
inasmuch as we have spoken of the non-simultaneity of acts of 
knowledge —25. 

Perception has been defined as knowledge. An essential character¬ 
istic of knowledge is that more than one act of knowing cannot take place 
at a time. This characteristic is due to the mind, an atomic substance, 
which is conjoined with the sense, when knowledge is produced. Hence, 
in speaking of knowledge, we have, by implication mentioned the mind 
as a condition of perception. 



^ \ \ [ ^ it 
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pratyaksa nimitta-tvat, because it is the condition 
ofperception indriya-arthayoh, of sense and object ; 

Bannikaraasya, of contact ; sva-6abdena, by identical term, 

specific ; vachanain, statement. 

87. The contact of a sense with its object is mentioned as the 
special cause of perception —20. 

There are many kinds of knowledge, such as perception, recollection, 
etc. Conjunction of soul with mind is a cause which operates in the 
production of all kinds of knowledge, while the contact of a sense with its 
object is the cause which operates only in perception. In our de6nition 
of perception we have mentioned only the special cause, and have omitted 
the common causes which precede not only perception, but also other 
kinds of knowledge. 

ggMllKHRlHMt supta-vyaaakta-manaaam. of minds asleep and inatten¬ 
tive; r cha, and* indriya-arthayoh, of sense and object ; 

ftftraraiq; sannikarsa-nimitta- tvat, because contact is the condition. 

88. The contact of a sense with its object is certainly the main 
cause, as perception is pro lined even when one is asleep or inatten¬ 
tive.—27. 

Even a sleeping person hears the thundering of a cloud if his ear is 
open to it, and a careless person experiences heat if his skin is exposed 
to it. 

n ^ i \ \ ^ h 

taih, by these ; n cha, also ; apadesah, differenciation ; 

jnana-visesanain, of particular cognitions. 

89. By the senses and their objects are also distinguished the 
special kinds of knowledge.—28. 

The special kinds of knowlege are the five varieties of perception, 
viz.,by sight, hearing, smell, taste and touch. These are distinguished 
by the senses in whose spheres they lie, or by the objects which they 
illumine. Thus the visual perception is called eye-knowledge or colour 
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knowledge, the auditory Iperception is called ear-knowledge or sound- 
knowledge, the olfactory perception is called nose-knowledge or smell- 
knowledge, the gustatory perception is called tongue-knowledge or taste- 
knowledge and the tactual perception is called skin-knowledge or touch- 
knowledge. 

11 ^ i \ i ^ u 

H l W Wm vyahata- tvat, because it is precluded or obstructed ; 
a-hetuh, no argument. 

90. ( The above, says the objector, is ) no argument, because it 
is precluded.—29. 

. The conclusion reached in the preceding three aphorisms is that 
the contact of the sense and the object, and not the contact of the sense 
and mind nor the contact of the soul and mind, should be stated to be 
the cause of perception. To this the objector puts in a rejoinder. The 
meaning is that if in certain circumstances, e. g. where the person is 
asleep or inattentive, perception takes place without the contact of the 
soul and mind, then there would be nothing to prevent several cognitions 
from being produced at one and the same time, and thus the tenet that 
the non-production of several cognitions simultaneously is the mark of 
the mind ( Nyaya-satra, I. i. 16 ) would be violated. Therefore the satra 
I. i. 16 precludes, or is precluded by, the argument advanced in the 
preceding three aphorisms. 

II ^ \\ I It 

it na, not; «nffishiin*rjiTin artha visesa-prabalyat, on account of 
the prevalence or intensity of a particular percept or sensible object. 

91. (We reply that there is ) no (such preclusion or violation). 
(In the case of a person who is asleep or inattentive perception takes 
place ) through the intensity of the sensible object,—30. 

The three aphorisms in question, Nos. 87-89, do not imply that the 
contact of the soul and mind sometimes is, and sometimes is not, the 
the cause of perception.. They merely emphasise the fact; that the con¬ 
tact of the sense and object is the principal cause of perceptual cogni¬ 
tion. For the intensity of the object and the keenness of the sense 
directly establish contact of the object with the sense, and not of the 
sense with mind and the soul. 

|| ^ | \ l ^ \\ 

6 
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yrqjjf pratyaksara, perception ; anumanam, inference ; 

eka-desa-grahanat, because of apprehension of a part ; 
apalabdheh, of cognition. 

92. Perception, it may be urged, is inference, because it illu¬ 
mines only a part as a mark of the whole.—31. 

We are said to perceive a tree, while we really perceive only a part 
of it. this knowledge of the tree, as a whole, derived from the knowledge 
of a part of it is, according to the objectors a case of inference. 

* II ^ I \ I ^ u 

na, no; pratyaksena, by perception ; yavat tavat, 

so much as that ; , even; 375flpft&m bhat, because 'there is 

cognition. 

93. But this is not so, for perception is admitted of at least 
that portion 'vhich it actually illumines,—32. 

The objectors themselves admit that a part is actually perceived 
Hence, perception as a means of knowledge is not altogether denied, and 
it is accepted as different from inference. 

n ^ i \ » ^ u 

WUWSra; i-aadhya-tvat, because it is what is to be established; 
siwfefa avayavini, in respect of the whole ; sandehah, doubt. 

91 There is, some say, doubt about the 'vhole, because the 
whole has yet to be established.—33. 

The objectors say that parts lone are realities and that there is no 
whole behind them. A tree, for instance, is yellow in some parts and 
green in other parts. If the tree was one whole, then the contradictory 
qualities of yellowness and greenness could not have belonged to it 
simultaneously. Hence the parts aione must, according to them, be 
regarded as real. 

ii ^ i ^ i ii 

sarva-agrahanam, non-apprehension of all ; 
avayavi-asiddheh, in case of non-existence of the whole. 

9r. ]f there were no whole, there would, it is replied, be non¬ 
perception of all.—34. 
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All signifies substance, quality, action, generality, particularity and 
intimate relation. None of these would be perceptible, if the whole were 
denied. Suppose that the parts alone are real. Then, since a part is not 
of fixed dimension, it may itself be divided into parts, these lattei'again 
into further parts, and so on, until we reach tl e atoms which are the 
ultimate parts. Now the atoms which possess no bulk are not perceptible. 
Similarly, the quality, action, etc., which inhere in the atoms, are also not 
perceptible. Consequently, if we deny that there is a whole, neither tha 
substance nor quality, etc., would be perceptible. 

ii ^ i x i » 

VW9ITOQlVri: dharana-ikaraana upapatteh, because of the fact of 
holding and pulling ; cha, and. 

96, There is a whole, because we can hold, pull, etc.—35. 

If there were no whole, we could not have held or pullod an entire 
thing by holding or pulling a part of it. Wo say, ' one jar,' 'one man,' 
etc. This use of' one ' would vanish there were no whole. 

sena-vana-vat_, like an army and a forest ; Ef?of grahanam, 
apprehension; iti, so; chet, if; it na, no; ati-indriya- 

tvat, because of their being beyond the senses; arunatn, of the 

atoms. 

97. The illustration from an army or a forest does not hold 
good, for atoms cannot be detected by the senses.—36. 

If any one were to say that just as a single soldier or a single tree 
may not be seen from a distance, but an army consisting of numerous 
Boldiars or a forest consisting of numerous trees is seen, so a single atom 
may not be perceptible, but a jar consisting of numerous atoms will be 
perceptible, and these atoms being called 'one jar,' the use of 'one' will 
not vanish, the analogy, we reply, does not hold good, because the 
soldiers and trees possess bulk and so are preceptible, whereas the atoms 
dojiot possess bulk and so are individually not perceptible. It is absurd to 
argue that, because soldiers and trees are perceptible in the mass, atoms 
are perceptible in the mass also : to avoid this conclusion, we must admit 
the existence of a whole beyond the parts. 
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rodha-upaghata-8adri6yebhyah, from obstruction 
(as in the case of a stream), disturbance (as in the case of an ants' nest) 
and (artificial) similarity ; vyabhicharat, as it errs 

anumanam, inference; wnmf apramanani, not a means of right 
knowledge. 

98. Inference, some say, is not a means of right knowledge, 
as it errs in certain cases e, g , when a river is banked, when something 
is damaged, and when similarity misleads, &c.—37. 

If we see a river swollen, we infer that there has been rain; if we 
see the ants carrying off their eggs, we infer that there will be rain; and 
if we hear a peacock scream, we infer that clouds are gathering. These 
inferences, says an objector, are not necessarily correct, for a river may 
be swollen because embanked, the ants may carry off their eggs because 
their nests have been damaged, and the so-called screaming of a peacock 
may be nothing but the voice of a man. 

\\^\\\ u 

na, no; ekadesa-trasa-sadrisyebhyah, from the 

part, fear, and similarity ; artha antara-bhavat, because 

it is something different. 

99. It is not so, because our inference is based on something 
else than the part, fear and likeness.—38. 

The swelling of a river caused by rain is different from that which 
results from the embankment of a part of it ; the former is attended by a 
great rapidity of currents, an abundance of foam, a mass of floating 
fruits,leaves, wood, etc. The manner in which ants carry off their eggs 
just before rain is quite different from the manner in which they do so 
when their nests are damaged. The ants run away quickly in a steady 
line when rain is imminent, but fear makes them fly in disorder when 
their nests are damaged. The screaming of a peacock which suggests 
gathering clouds is quite different from a man's imitation of it, for the 
latter is not natural. If in such cases any wrong inference is drawn, 
the fault is in tne person, not in the process. 

swmirara: qa?r. 

mfnnmn«r: vartamana-abhavalj, non-existence of present time; 
WRT patatah, iof the falling; patita-patitavya-kala 

upapatteh, because of proof of the time through which it has fallen 
And the time through which it will fall. 
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10Q- There is, some Say, no present time because when a 
thing falls, we can know only the time through which it has fallen and 
the time through which it will yet fall—39. 

Inference has reference to three times. In the a priori inference we 
pliss from the past to the present, in the a posteriori from the present to 
the past, and in the ' commonly seen' from the present to the present. It 
is, therefore, proper that we should examine the three times. The reason 
which leads some people to deny the present time is that when a fruit, 
for instance, falls from a tree, we recognise only the past time taken up 
by the fruit in traversing a certain distance and the future time which 
will yet be taken up by the fruit in traversing the remaining distance. 
There is no intervening distance which the fruit can traverse at the 
so-called present, time. Hence, they say, there is no present time. 

N^I9°|| 

jrtr: tayoh, of these two ; Sift api, also ; WIT*: abhavahnon-existence; 
vartamana-abhave, in the case of the non-existence of the 
present; tat-apeksa-tvat, because of being related to it. 

101 If there is no present time, there will, it is replied, be no 
past and future times, because they are related to it.—40. 

The past is that which precedes the present, and the future is that 
which succeeds it. Hence, if there is no present time, there cannot be 
any past or future time. 

ii ^ i \ i ii 

«T na, not, 8*41 iTviT*ItT%|: atita-anagatayoh, of the past and the future; 

itara-itara-apeksa-aiddhih, establishment by inutal 

dependence. 

102. The past and future cannot be established by a mere 
mutual reference.—41. 

If the past is defined as that which is not the future and the future 
is defined as that which ia not the past, the definition would involve a 
fallacy of mutual dependency. Hence we must admit the present time 
to which the past and future are related. 

WHWrart vartamana-abhave, in the case of the non-existence of 
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the present; unrfepf sarva-agrahanam, non-apprehension of all; sr*««irr3<?q^: 
pratyaksa-an-upapatteh, owing to impossibility of perception. ■ 

103 If there .were no present time, sense perception would be 
impossible, knowledge would be impossible.—42. 

If you deny the present time, there cannot be any perception which 
illumines only what is present in trine-; and, in the absence of perception, 
all kinds of knowledge would be impossible. Hence the present time is 
established by confutatfon or the principle of reductio ad absurdum. 

u ^ t \ i ^ u 

kritata-kartavyata-upapatteh, from the possibility 
of a thing having been accomplished and remaining to be accomplished ; 
TOWr ubhayatha, bothways ; Rjflf grahanam, apprehension. 

104. We can know both the past and the future, for we can 
conceive of a thing as made and as about to be made—43. 


The present time is indicated by what continues, the past by what 
has been finished, and the future by what has not yet begun. 

atyanta piaya-ekadesa-sadbarmyat, from absolute, 
almost complete or partial similarity ; upamana-asiddih, non¬ 

establishment of comparison. 

105. Comparison, some say, is not a means of right knowledge, 
as it cannot be established either through complete or considerable or 
partial similarity.—44. 


On the ground of complete similarity we never say " a cow is like a 
cow, " on the ground of considerable similarity we do not say that "a 
buffalo is like a cow," and on the ground of partial similarity we do not 
say that " a mustard seed is like Mount Meru. " Hence comparison is 
regarded by some as not a means of right knowledge,, for it has no 
precise standard. 


prasiddha-sadharinyat, from 
uparnana-siddheh, because of establishment of comparison 
ukta-dosa-anupapattih, non-application of the defect urged. 


S3 

well-known 


similarity ; 


106. This objection does not hold good, for comparison is estab¬ 
lished through similarity in a high degree.—45. 
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The similarity in a high degree exists "between such well-known 
objects as a cow and a bos gavaous, etc. 

: \\ ^ I \ [ « 

pratynkseiia, by perception ; wr?3Brrff?5p apratyakaa-siddhehj 
-because of establishment of what is not an object of perception. 

107. Comparison, some say, is not different from inference, for 
Toth seek to establish the unperceived by means of the perceived—i6. 

We recognise a bos gavaeus at first sight through its special similar¬ 
ity to a cow which we have oaen perceived. This knowledge of a pre¬ 
viously unperceived object derived through its similarity to a perceived 
object is, it has been said, nothing but a case of inference. 

qssm: ii^vp»u 

r *t na, not; aprafyakse, unperceived ; gavaye, in a bos 

gavoDus ;5Tfn*nt*f<H pram'ana-artham, the purpose of proof, utility as proof ; 
upauianasya, of comparison; pasyamah, we see. 

108. It is not in a bos gavaeus unperceived that we find the real 
matter of comparison.—47. 

The matter of comparison is similarity, e.g.j between a cow and a 
bos gavonis. The boa gavrons in which we notico the similarity is first 
perceived, that is, on perceiving a bos gavaeus we notice its similarity to a 
cow. Hence comparison supplies us with knowledge of a perceived thing, 
through its similarity to another thing also preceived. This characteristic 
distinguishes it from inference, which furnishes us with knowledge of an 
unperceived thing through that of a thing perceived. 

^r5q^fRT|qqRf%|?lTT%^: II ^ \ \ \ (| 

a*JT tatha ,iti, and thus ; upasamharat, from conclusion 

summation ; upamana-siddeh, from the establishment of com¬ 
parison ; ^ na, not ; a-visesah, non-difference. 

100. There is non-difference, inasmuch .as comparison is 
established through the compendious expression so, "—48. 

It is not true that comparison is identical with inference, because 
the former is established through the compendious expression " so." 
' As is a cow, so is a bos gavaeaus'—this is an instance of comparison, 
..This use of so makes it clear that comparison is a distinct means of 
right knowledge. 
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n^iwn 

*FS^;: sabdah, word ; K|HP{ anumanam, inference ; arthasya, of 

the object ; iin^i an-upalabdheh, because of non-cognition ; 
Snuineyatvat, because of its having to be inferred. 

110. Verbal testimony, say some, is inference, because the 
object revealed by it is not perceived but inferred.—49. 

Inference gives us the knowledge of an unperceived object, through 
the knowledge of an obiect which is perceived. Similarly, verbal testi¬ 
mony enables us to acquire the knowledge of an unperceived object, 
through the knowledge of a word which is perceived. The verbal testi¬ 
mony is,therefore, supposed by some to be inference, as the object 
reveald by both is un perceived. 

II ^ I ^ If II 

upalabdheh, of consciousness, cognition, apprehension ; 
a-dvi-pravritti-tvat, not having a dual application. 

111. In respect of perceptibility the two cases are not, continues 
the objector, different.—50. 

In inference as well as in verbal testimony we pass to an unperceived 
object through an object which is perceived. In respect of perceptibility 
of the object through which we pass, the inference does not, continues the 
objector, differ from the verbal testimony. 


\\ ^ \ \ \ Sft II 

sambandliat, from relation or connection ; I cha, and. 

112 There is, moreover, adds the objector, the same connection. 
—51. 


Just as in inference there is a certain connection between a sign (e.gr., 
smoke) and the thing signified by it (e. fire), so in verbal testimony 
there is connection between a word and the object signified by it. So 
inference, says the objector, iff not different from verbal testimony, 






apta-npadefia-samarthyat, 


through force derived 


from the declaration by a reliable person ; sabda-artha- - 


sampratyaya, complete intuition of the object from the word, 
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113. In reply, we say that there is reliance on the matter signified 
by a word, because the word has been used by a reliable person.—52. 

In reference to the objections raised in aphorisms 49 and 50, we say 
that we rely on unseen matter, not simply because it is signified by words, 
tut because they are spoken by a reliable person. There are, some say, 
paradise, nymphs, Uttarakuraa, seven islands, ocean human settlements, 
tc. We accept them as realities, not because they are known through 
words, bat because they are spoken of by persona who are reliable. Hence 
verbal testimony is not inference. The two agree in conveying knowledge 
•of an object through its sign, bat the sign in one is different from the sign 
in the other. In the case of verbal testimony, the special point is to 
decide whether the sign (word) comes from a reliable perso-a. 

Aphorism 51 speaks of a certain connection between a word and the 
object signified by it. The present aphorism points out that the connection 
is not a nafraral on-e. We acknowledge that a word indicates a certain 
object, but we deny that the object is naturally or necessarily connected 
with the word. Hearing, for instance, the word "cow," we think of the 
animal signified by it, nevertheless the ward and the animal are not 
connected with each other by nature or necessity. In the case of inference, 
however, the connection between a sign ( eg., smoke) and the thing 
•signified! e.g., fire ) is natural and necessary. Therefore, the connection 
involved in inference is not of the same kind as that involved in verbal 
testimony. 

purana-pradaha-patana-anupalabdheh, from 
non-apprehension of filling, burning, and splitting ; q cha, and • 
sambandha-abhavah, non-existence of connection. 

114. There is no natural connection between a word and the 
object signified by it, as we do not find that the words fooa, fire and 
hatchet, are accompanied by the actions filling, burning and 
splitting.—53, 

,If a word were naturally connected with the object signified by it, 
then by uttering the words food, fire and hatchet we should have found 
our mouth filled up (with food), burnt (with fire) and split (by a hatchet). 
But such is never the case. Hence there is no natural connection between 
a word and the object signified by it, and consequently verbal testimony 
in not inference. 


7 
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n ^ [ \ i n 


sabda artha-vyavasthanat, from the fixity of (the 
intuition) of object from word ; a-pratlsedlnih,non-contradiction. 

115. It cannot, says an objector, be denied that there as .a fixed 
connection between words and their meanings.—54 


A particular word denotes a particular meaning, c.g the word 'cow' 
denotes the animal of that name, but it does not denote a horse, ajar, or 
any other thing. There is, therefore, in the oase of verbal testimony, a 
fixed connection between a word and its meaning, as there is in the ca.se of 
inference a fixed connection between a sign arid the thing signified. Hence 
rerbal testimony is considered -by the objector to be a oase of inference. ,- 


II ^ 1^1^ II 


? na, not; 

s ^ ^ wfffe wwmpratyayasya, 


samayika-tvat, from being conventional ; 

of the intuition of object 


from word. 


116. "We reply, it is through convention that the meaning of a 
•word is understood.—55. 

The connection between a word and its meaning is conventional 
and not natural. The connection, though fixed by man, is not inseparable 
and cannot therefore be the basis of an inference. 


jati visese, with particular classes ; ^ cha, and ; nfintJTrq; 
aniyamat, from absence of natural uniformity. 

117. There is no universal uniformity of connection between a 
word and its meaning.—56. 

The risis, and mlechchhas use the same word in different senses, 
e.g the word "yava" is used by the aryaa to denote a long-awned grain, 
.but by the mlechchhas to denote a panic-seed. So the connection between 
a word and its meaning is not everywhere -uniform, and consequently 
verbal testimony cannot be considered as inference. 

wt tat, that, word ; •wimwf a-pramanyam, not a means of right 
knowledge, invalid; annta-vyaghata-punarukta.- 

dosebbyah, owing to the defects of falsity, futility and repetition- 
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118. The Veda, some say, is unreliable, as it involves the faults 
of untruth, contradictio ' and tautology.—57.- 

The Veda, which is a kind of verbal testimony, is not, some say, a 
means of right knowledge. It is supposed by them to be tainted with the 
faults of untruth, contradiction and tautology. For instance, the Veda 
affirms that a son is produced when the sactifice for the sake of a son ia 
performedi It oaen happens that the son is not produced, though the 
sacrifice has been performed. 

There are many contradictory injunctions in the Veda, e.g., it dec¬ 
lares "lot one sacrifice when the sun has risen," also " let one sacrifice 
when the sun has not risen," etc. There is such tautology as "let the 
first hymn be recited,'thrice,” "let the last hymn be recited.thrice,"etc. 

*. ^ r i V h 

^ na not karma-kartri-sadhana-vaigunyat, from 

defect-in the act, agent, or materials. 

119. The so called untruth in the Veda comes from some defect 
in the act, operator or materials of sacrifice.—58. 

Defect in the act-consists in-sacrificing not according to rules, defect 
in the operator (officiating priest) consists in his not being a learned man, 
and defect in the materials consists in the fuel being wet, butter being 
not fresh, remuneration ( to the officiating priest).being small, etc. A son 
is sure to be produce a a-result of performing the- sacrifice, if these 
defects are avoided. Therefore, there is no untruth in the Veda, 

H ^ I X !• N 

abhyupetya, arriving at a decision; kala-bhede, in the 

case of alteration of the time ; doia-vachanat, there being the 

Declaration of the defect. 

120. Contradiction would occur if there were alteration, of the 
time agreed upon.—59: 

Let a person perform sacrifice before sunrise or aaer sunrise if he 
has agreed upon doing it at either of the times. Two alternative course 
being open to him, he can perform the sacrifice before sunrise or aaer 

olS? S S withn^hti^P■»<*“ 


course. 
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anuvada-upapatteh, from the possibility of its being a 
re-inculcation ; m cha, and. 

121. There is no tautology, because re inculcation is of advan¬ 
tage.—60. 

Tautology means a useless repetition, which never occurs in the 
Veda. If there is any repetition there, it is either for completing a certain 
number of syllables, or for explaining a matter briefly expressed, etc. 
"Let the first hymn be recited thrice," "let the last hymn be recited 
thrice"—such instances embody a useful repetition. 

n ^ i \ i ^ it 

vakya-vibhagasya,ofthe division of speech; * cha, and'; 
artha-grahanat, from apprehension of different objects. 

122. And because there is necessity for the classification of 
Vedic speech.—61. 

It is necessary to divide the Vedic speech into classes based on 
special characters, 

II ^ | \ \ ^ || 

vidhi-artha' 'la-armvida-vachana-vini~ 
yogat, from the distribution of speech as injunction, persuasion and re 
inculcation. 

123. The Vedic speech being divided on the principle of injunc¬ 
tion, persuasion and re-inculcation —62, 

The two main divisions of the Veda are ( I ) hymn and ( 2 ) ritual. 
The ritual portion admits of three sub-divisions, viz, injunctive, persua¬ 
sive andre-inculcative. 

mros: it ^ i \ \ ^ n 

vidhih,injunction; fwnws vidhayakah, that which prescribes 
something positive. 

124. An injunction is that which exhorts us to adopt a certain 
course of action [ as the means of attaining good].— 63. 

The following is an injunction ;—" Let him who desires paradise 
perform the fire-sacrifice." This is a direct command. 
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^jf?Tt stutih, praise* ft»^i ninda, blame; para-kritih, doing of 

others, failures of others ;; JflWi pura-kalpah, tradition, customaof old ; 
iti, such ; artha-vadah, persuasion. 

125. Persuasion is effected through praise, blame, warning and 
prescription.—64. 

Praise is speech which persuades us to a certain course of action by 
extolling its consequences, e.g., "By the Sarvajit sacrifice gods con¬ 
quered all, there is nothing like Sarvajit sacrifice, it enables us to obtain 
everything and to vanquish every one, etc." Here there is no direct 
command, but the Sarvajit sacrifice is extolled in such a way that we 
are persuaded to perform it. 

Blame is speech which persuades us to adopt a certain course of 
action by acquainting us with the undesirable consequences of neglecting 
it, eg., "One who performs any other sacrifice, neglecting the Jyotistoma, 
falls into a pit and decays there." Here one is persuaded to perform the 
Jyotistoma sacrifice, the neglect of which brings about evil consequences. 

Warning is the mentioning of a course of action, the obstruction of 
which by some particular person led to bad consequences, e g., on pre¬ 
senting oblation one is to take the fat first and the sprinkled butter 
aaerwards, but alas ! the Charaka priests first took the sprinkled butter 
which was, as it were, the life of fire, etc. Here the foolish course of action 
adopted by the Charaka priests should serve as a warning to other priests 
who ought to avoid the course. 

Prescription implies the mention of something as commendable on 
account of its antiquity, eg., "By this the Brahmanas recited the Sama 
hymn, etc." 



II ^ I \ I W II 


vidhi-vihitasya, of what is prescribed by injunction ; 
anu-vachanair.,repetition; anuvadahreinculcation. 


126. Re-inculcation is the repetition of that, which has been 
enjoined by an injunction.—65. 

Re-inculcation may consist of (1) the repetition of an injunction, or 
(2) the repetition of that which has been enjoined The first is called 
verbal re-inculcation and the second objective re-inculcation. In the Veda 
there is re-inculcation, as in ordinary use there is repetition. "Non-eter 



54 


BOOK 11, CHAPTER I. 


nal not eternal"—this is a verbal repetition. "Non-eternal, possessing 
the character of extinction"—this is objective repetition. 

\^\\\%\\ 

*T na, not; anuvada-punarukfrayoh, of reinculcation: 

and repetition ; fWhf: viaesak,. difference ; sabda-abhyaea- 

upapatteh, because of the existence o-f the repetition of words-. 



127. There is, some say, no difference between re-inculcation' 
and tautology,, as there is in either case a repetition of some expression 
already used.—Oa 

Re-inculcation is supposed by some to be a fault, inasmuch as it 
does not, according to them, differ from tautology. 





siighratara-gamana-upadesa-vat, like the direction, 
of going faster and faster which indicates intensity of action ; 
abhyasat, from repetition ; 5f na, not; wfajhrt a-visesah,, non-difference. 

128. There is a difference, because re-inculcatiea serves some 
useful purpose, as r e.g a command to go fester.—67. 


Tautology consists of a useless repetition, but the repetition in the 
case of re-inculcation is useful, e.g., "go on, go on"—signifies " go faster.' 

tp mnm qmantra avurveda-pramanya-vat, like the validity of 
mantra or chant and of medical science ; % cha, and ; tat pra- 

manyam, its validity ; apta-pramanyat, from the authority of 

the reliable speaker. 

129. The Veda is reliable like the spelt and the medical science, 
because of the reliability of their authors.—68. 

The spell counteracts poison, etc., and the medical science prescribes 
correct remedies. The authority whick belongs to them, is derived from 
thir authors, the sages, who were reliable persons. The sages them¬ 
selves were reliable, because (I) they had an intuitive perception of truths, 
(2) they had great kindness for living beings and (S) they had the desire of 
communicating their knowledge of the- truths. The authors, (lit., the 
seers and speakers) of the Veda were also- the authors of the spell and 
medical science. Hence, like the spell and medical science, the Veda, 
must be accepted as authoritative. The view that the Veda is authorita¬ 
tive because eternal, is untenable. 
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^ na.not ; ^5^ chatustvam, to be four ; 
aitihya-arthapatti-sambhava-abhava-pramanyat, because tradition, pre¬ 
sumption, probability and non-existence are also mean of right know¬ 
ledge. 

130. Some say that the means of right knowledge are more 
than four, because rumour, presumption, probability and num-existence 
.are also valid.—I. 

In Book I, chapter I, aphorism 3, the means of right knowledge 
have been stated to be four, viz., perception, inference, comparison and 
verbal testimony. Some say that there are other mean of right know¬ 
ledge, suoii as rumour, presumption, probability and non-existence. 

Rumour is an assertion which "has come from one to another without 
any indication of the source from which it first originated, e.g., in this 
fig tree there live goblins. 

Presumption is the deduction of one thing from the declaration of 
another thing : e.g., from the declaration that 'unless there is clond, there 
is no rain,' we deduce that 'there is rain, if there is cloud,' A more 
familiar instance of presumption is this : the fat Devadatta does not eat 
during the day time. Here the presumption is that he eats in the night 
for it i-s impossible for a person to be fat if he does not -eat at all. 

Probability consists in -cognising the existence of A thing from that 
of another thing in whici it is included, e. g., .cognising the measure of 
an a dhaka from that of a drona of which it is a fourth part, and cognis¬ 
ing the measure of a prastha from that of an a dhaka of which it is a 
quarter. 

Of two opposite things, the non-existence of one establishes the 
•existence of the other, e g. the non existence of rain establishes the 
combination of wind and cloud. When there is a -combination of wind 
and cloud, drops of water cannot fall, in spite of their weight. 

3.73$ 

^ i ^ i ^ « 

sabde. in word , aitihya-an-artha-antara-bhavat, 

from existence of tradition as a non-different object; wantf anumane, in 
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inference ; mTfafoSMVnflKfTtratalYtTWq arthapattisambhava-abhava-an- 
artha-antara-bhavat, from existence of presumption, probability and non¬ 
existence as non-different objects ; cha, and ; a-pratisedhah, 

non-contradiction. 

131. This, we reply, is no contradiction, since rumour is inclu¬ 
ded in verbal testimony, and presumption, probability and non-exis¬ 
tence are included in inference —2. 

Those who maintain that rumcur, presumption, probability and 
non-existence are valid, do not really oppose our division of the means 
of right knowledge into four, viz., perception, inference, comparison and 
verbal testimony. 

Rumour partakes of the general characteristics of verbal testimony, 
and is a special kind of it. 

Presumption is explained as the knowledge of a thing derived 
through the consideration of it from the opposite standpoint. For ins¬ 
tance, the fat Devadatta does not eat during the day time : here the 
presumption is that he eats in the night. The fact of his eating in the 
night has not been expressly stated, but is ascertained from this consi¬ 
deration that a person who does not eat during the day cannot be strong 
unless he eats in the night. It is evident that presumption, like inference, 
passes from a perceived thing to an unperceived one, because they are 
in some way connected. 

Probability is inference, because it is the cognizance of a part from 
knowledge of a whole with which it is inseparably connected. 

Non-existence is inference, inasmuch as it really infers the obs¬ 
truction of a cause from the non-existence of its effect through a certain 
connection, viz., if the obstruction occurs, the effect cannot occur. 

Hence rumour, etc., are not independent means of right knowledge, 
but are included in the four, enumerated in Book I, Chapter I, apho 
riem 3. 

<swh 351 few** i d u ^ i ^ \ \ n 

arthapattih, presumption ; apramanam, not a means 

of right knowledge ; anaikantikatvat, because it ia not one- 

pointed. 

132. —Presumption, some say, is not valid, because it leads to 
uncertainty.—3 
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" if there is no cloud, there will be no rain"—from this we are 
said to presume that if there is a cloud there will be rain. But it oaen 
happens that a cloud is not followed by rain. So presumption does not 
always lead to certainty. 

II ^ I ^ I 911 

anarthapatlnU, in respect of what is not a presumption; 
trafawftntt'ini arthApatti-abhimanat, from attribution of being pre¬ 
sumption. 

133. We reply : if there is any uncertainty, it is due to your 
supposing that to be a presumption which is not really so.— 4, 

" If there is no cloud, there will be no rain”—from this we are 
entitled to presume that if there is rain there must have been a cloud. But 
if you pretend to presume that " if there is a cloud, there will be rain," 
your so-called presumption will be an iirvalid one. 

II ^ I ^ I ^ 1! 

Sfs^rJTWIotf pratisedlia-apr&m&^yani, invalidity of the contradiction; 
cba, and ; anaih&utikatvAt, from being hot-one-pointed. 

134. The objection itself, we say, is invalid, because it leads to 
uncertainty.—5. 

"Presumption is not valid, because it leads to uncertainty"—tin's 
is your objection. In it there are two points for consideration, viz , 
(1) the validity of presumption and (2) the existence of presumption. 
Your objection refers to one of the points, wz. the validity of presumption. 
So you do not deny the existence of presumption. In some instances, 
however, your objection may refer to more points than one. In fact, 
the nature of your objection is not definite in itself, or, in other words, 
it leads to uncertainty. Hence your objection is invalid. 

TOfWWfl SIT tl ^ I ^ I ^ II 

(tfSTlRT®^ tat piamaijye, if the contradiction be valid ; va, or ( if na ( 
not; wft rew rin q 4 arlhapatti-apratnhnyam, invalidity of presumption. 

135. Or, if that be valid, then our presumption is not invalid,—6. 

Perhaps you will say that your objection is valid, because you can 
ascertain in each case whether one or more points are referred to by the 
objection. Similarly, we shall say that our presumption is not invalid, 

8 
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because we can ascertain in each cas'e whether the presumption is capable 
of leading to more conclusions than one. Hence, if you say that your 
objection is valid, we shall say that our presumption i-s also valid. 

: u ^ i ^ i * n 

na, not; ahli&va-pritinaiiyam,non-existence to be a means 

of right knowledge ; niHtfhap prameya-asiddheh, because of the «on-exts- 

tence of what is to be the object of right knowledge. 

136. Some say that non-existence is not a means of right 
knowledge, because there is. no ohiect which is known by it.—7. 

rrcwfrrRif: 

hiksitesii, in marked objects ; 3f$£SjT<!I alaksHna-laksitft* 

tv at, from being marked by what is not a mark ; Jilaksilaniun, 

of unmarked objects ; tat-prameya-eiddheli, from their affirma- 

tion as objects of knowledge. 

137. Non-existence, we reply, serves to mark out an object 
unmarked by the mark which characterises other objects.—8. 

Suppose a person wants to bring a pot which is not bluo The 
absence of bluenes.s is a mark which will enable him to mark out the 
particular pot he wants to bring, and to excludo tho othor pots which 
are blue. Thus an object may be known through the noii-oxistence 
( absence ) of its mark. 

asati, non existent; <sraf artha, in tho case of an object ; if na, 
not ; wrtf: abb&vah, non-existence or absence of mark iti chet, 

if so ; if na, no ; stswgpTQlbrrwt anya-laksaija-upapattoh, from allinnafi-m of 

other marks. 

138. If you say that the non-evistcr.cc (absence) of a mark 
is impossible where there was no mark at all, it is, we reply, not so, 
because the non-existence ( absence ) is possible in reference to a mark 
elsewhere,—9, 

We can, says an objector, talk of a mark being nori-existent (absent), 
if it was previously existent (present). A pot is said to be not blue only 
in reference to its being blue previously. In reply, we say that it is not 
so. "Not-blue" is no doubt possible only in reference to "blue," but 
that blueness may exist elsewhere. For instance, we can talk of this 
pot being not blue, in contrast to that pot which is blue. 
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w ^ i ^ \ y* \r 

tut. aiddlich, from presence tlierein, i. e. in marked objects ; 
alaksilestij in respect of unmarked objects , snjijj alieiuh. im mark. 

131). Though a mark may distinguish the obect which is 
marked; the non-existence ( absence ), of the mark cannot, some say, 
distinguish the object which is not marked.—10 

A blue pot is distinguished by the blueness which is its mark But 
liow can vve, says the objector, distingniah an unmarked object by the 
non-existence ( absence ) of the mark which it dues not possess ? 

* 3$pr<Jfisrfaj<n^TrT%f: ti ^ t ^ i \\ n 

5? na, no ; hiks inu avaathita-apeksH-aiddlieh, from 

establishment by reference to objects in which marks are' present. 

1-10: This is not so, because the non-existence ( absence ) of a 
mark serves as a mark, in relation to the presence of the mark.—11. 

We can speak of a pot being not blue, in relation to one which is 
blue. Hence, though not-blueness is not a positive mark, it serves as a 
( negative-) mark, in relation to blueness. 

u ^ i ^ \ ^ u 

SITS; pi&k, prior ; utpatteh, to production . arvn^HqsJ. abli&va- 

upapatteh, from affirmation of non-existence ; cha, and 

141 „ Moreover, we perceive non-existence as a mark antecedent 
to the production of a thing.—12,. 

There are two kinds of non-existence, viz , antecedent non-existence 
and subsequent non-existence. When we say that there- will be a jar, 
we perceive the mark of non-exristence of the jar in the halves which aro 
destined to compose it. This is antecedent non existence. Similarly, 
when we say that a jar has broken, we perceive the mark of non existence 
of the jar in the parts which composed it. This is subsequent non¬ 
existence. 

•rrf^TTOftt Adi-mat tvAt, because it Las a beginning . ^fefU 5 ?an?ai»idriy- 
aVa-tvAt, because it is senBuous ; kfituaa vat-upacliArAfc, 

because it is treated as any other product ^.cha, and. 
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142. Sound is not eternal, because it has a beginning and is 
cognised by our sense and is spoken of as artificial.—13. 

Sound is non-eternal, because it begins or arises from the concus¬ 
sion of two hard substances, e g., an axe and a tree, etc. Another ground 
for the non-eternal'ty of sound is that it is cognised by our sense. More¬ 
over, we attribute to sound the properties of an artificial object, e.gr., we 
speak of a sound being grave, acute, etc. This would be impossible, if 
it had been eternal. 

Some say that, the so called beginning of a sound is merely a mani¬ 
festation of it, that is, sound does not really begin, but lia merely mani¬ 
fested by the concussion of two hard substances In reply, we say that the 
concussion does not manifest, but produces asound. Yoncannot suppose 
the concussion to be the mainfester and sound the manifested, unless 
you can prove that the concussion and sound are simultaneous. But the 
proof is impossible, as a sound is heard at a great distance even aaer 
the concussion of the substances has ceased. So Hound is not manifested 
by the concussion. It is, however, legitimate to suppose that sound is 
produced by the concussion, and that one sound produces another sound, 
and so on, until the last sound is heard at a great distance. 

*0^ II ^ I ^ 1 H 

na, no ; ghaia-abhftva-s&tuAnya-nitya-fcv&fc, 

because the non-existence of a pot after destruction and the genn3 which 
is cognisable through contact with the sense are eternal ; niiyegn, 

in the case of eternal objects ; anitya-vat, as non-eternal ; 3TOWRI 

upacharat, from treatment ; 9 cha, and. 

143. Some will not accept this argument, .because the non¬ 
existence of ajar and the genus of it are eternal, and eternal things 
are also spoken of as if they were artificial.— 14 

Some say that it is not true that whatever has a beginning is non¬ 
eternal. Look ! the non-existence (destruction) of ajar which began when 
the jar was broken is eternal (indestructible). Whatever is cognised by 
our sense is non-eternal : this is also said to be an unsound argument. 
When, for instance, we perceive ajar, we perceive also its genus (i.e.har¬ 
ness), which is eternal. It is further said that we oaen attribute to 
eternal things the properties of an artificial object, e.gr., we speak of the 
extension of ether as we speak of the extension of a blanket 
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wiwtofar?srfirm*n5n^i^n 

flWTUlftT: tattva-bl Aktayoh, of true and false eternals ; 5Trai?qfitoPT«J 
n4ni-tva*vibh&«At, from division as many ; a-vy&bhicbkruh, 

absence of uncertainty. 

144 . There is, we reply, no opposition because there is distinc¬ 
tion between what is really eternal and what is partially eternal —15. 

That which is really eternal belongs to the three times. But the non¬ 
existence ( destruction) of ajar does not belong to three times, as it was 
impossible before the jar was broken Hence the non-existence (destruc¬ 
tion) of a jar which has a beginning is not really eternal. 

^ i ^ \\ n 

WSrnsngJTRfeifa’Ont 8atiU»na-anumfma-vi£e§anfit, from the inference 

of continuity which is the distinguishing characteristic (of sound). 

145. It is only the things cognised by our sense as belonging to 
a certain genus that must, we say, be interred to be non-eternal.—16. 

The objectors have said that things cognised by our sense are not 
necessarily non-eternal, e.g., as we perceive a jar, we also perceive its 
genus jar-ness, which is eternal. In reply, we say that not all things 
cognised by our sense are non-eternal, but only those that belong to a 
certain genus. A jar, for instance, is non-eternal, because we perceive 
it as belonging to the genus jar-ness. But jar-ness which is cognised by 
our sense is not non-eternal, because it does not belong to a further genus, 
named jar-ness-ness. Similarly, sound is non-eteranl. because it is cog¬ 
nised by our sense as belonging to the genus called sound-ness. 

The aphorism may also be interpreted as follows :—Sound is non¬ 
eternal, because it is inferred to advance in a series. 

We do not say that whatever is cognised by our sense is non-eternal: 
our intention is to say that things cognised by our sense as advancing in 
a series are non-eternal. Sound is cognised in that manner ( i.e., sound 
advances like a wave), and hence sound is non-eternal. 

%fir m ^ i ^ m 

k&raija-dravyaaya, of the causal substance ; 
pradefia-fiabdena, in termB of extension ; abhidbflnftt, from decla- 




62 


BOOK II, CHAPTER II. 


Nation or designation i nitye$u, in the case of eternal objects ; 

api, ttlsx sTWtfiWf: a v yabhich&rah, absence of uncertainty. 

146. We "further say that only artificial things are designated’ 
by the terai extension.—1 7: 

When we speak of the extension of ether, we really mean that the 
extension belongs to an artificial thing, which has for its substration the 
ether. Hence we do not in reality attribute to eternal things the properties 
of artificial objects. 

JT.^piak, prior ; uchharauai, to pronunciation ; argtRravJ : an- 

u paliibilheh, Horn non-op p rolieiisiou ; «var»iia.fidi-an- 

Upulabd hch, from nou-appioUeusion of the causes of non-apprehension • 
9 cha, and 

147. Sound is non-eternal, because neither do we perceive it 
before pronunciation, nor do we notice any ,'eil which covers it.—18. 

If sound were eternal, it would be perceived before pronunciation. 
You cannot say that sound really existed before pronunciation but was 
covered by some veil, for we do not notice any such veil. 

11 ^ i ^ \ ^ it 

tat-an-upalabdheh, of its non-apprehension ; au * 

U pal am bli fit, from non-apprehension , ivarana-u pap alt ill, estab-- 

lishment of the causes of non apprehension 

148. The veil, some say, really exists, because we do no per¬ 
ceive the non-perception thereof.—19. 

The objectors say :—If you deny the ve-il be-caasoit ia not; perceived, 
we deny the non-perception of the veil because it is also not perceived. 
The denial of non-perception is the same as the acknowledgment of 
perception, or, in other words, the veil is acknowledged to be existent. 

srwrm u ^ i ^ i u 

an upatambhtlfc, from non-apprehension ; sjPt api, even j 
an upalabdhi-aailbhAvftvat, like existence of non-appre¬ 
hension , Sf na, not, avarana an-upapattih,non-OBtablishinent 
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of the causes of non-apprehension. an-upalarnbhat, from non¬ 

apprehension. 

149. If you assert non-perception of the , eil, though the non¬ 
perception is not perceived, we, continue the objectors, assort the e is- 
vtence of the veil, though it is not perceived,—. 0. 

You admit non-perception of the veil., though you do not perceive it 
(non-perception) Similarly, wo, the objectors, admit the existence of the 
veil, though we do not perceive it. 

*\\ ^ I w 

an-upn]ambha.-&tinaka-tv&li, from .the nature of its 
being non-apprelieiiBion ; i&iZ'Q : an-upalabdheih, of non apprehension } 

a-hetuh, not a inar'k, 

150. This, we reply, is no reason, because non-perception con 
•sists of absence-of perception.—21. 

A veil is a thing fit to be perceived. Our non-perception of it 
indicates its absence. On the other hand, the non percption of a veil is 
not a thing fit to bo perceived. Hence, non-perception of the non-percep¬ 
tion leads us to nothing real, 

n ^ \ ^ j n 

aspnrsa-tvat, being intangible. 

151. Some say that sound is eternal, because it is intangible.—22. 

Ether which is intangible is eternal. Sound must, similarly, acord- 
ing to some, bo eternal, because it i intangible. 

n ssu lpMrauqt 'U 1 5'5U* 

if nft, no ; karma-anitya-tvAt, became action is non-eternal. 

152. I his we deny, because action is non-eternal.—23. 

Action is non-eternal, though it is intangible. Hence, intangibjiiy 
does not establish eternality. 

U ^ l ^ I ^11 

it, na, no ; anu-nitya-fcvat, because atom is eterna.’. 

153. An atom, on the other hand, is eternal though not 
intangible.—21, 
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Tangibility is not incompatible with etemality, e.g. atoms are 
tangible, yet eternal 

II ^ I ^ l ^ It 

samprad&ff&t, from delivery. 

154. Sound, some say, is eternal, because of the traditionary 
leaching—35, 

A preceptor could not have imparted knowledge to his pupils by 
means of sounds, if these were perishable ( non-eternal). In fact, the tra¬ 
ditionary teaching would, according to the objectors, be impossible, if 
the sounds were non eternal. 

ii ^ i ^ i ^ « 

3^555^: titt-antanUa-an-upahibdheh, from non-apprehension 
in the interval between them ; a hetuh, not a mark. 

155. This is, we reply, no reason, because sound is not perceived 
in the interval —26. 

Suppose a preceptor delivers certain sounds (in the form of a lecture) 
which are received by his pupil. The sounds are not audible in the 
interval between the preceptor giving them and the pupil receiving them. 
They would never be inaudible, if they were eternal. 

w ^ i ^ i u 

adhyrtpauftr, from teaching ; Sfnfirta: a-prati$edhah, ab¬ 
sence of contradiction. 

150. This, say the objectors, is no argument, because there is 
the teaching—27. 

The objectors say :—If the sounds, as soon as they came out of the 
preceptor, were destroyed and did not reach the pupil, there could not be 
any teaching carried on. But there is the teaching, hence sound does 
not perish, or, in other, words, it is eternal. 

i^i^qi 

3*tht: ubhayoh, in both ; qtjfifr: pak§»yoh, views ; wsqitwt anya- 
tarasya, of the one or the other; wvtfPWl adhy&pan&t, from teaching; 
arcrfata: &-prati?edhah, non-opposition. 

157. In whichever of the two senses it is accepted, the teaching 
does not offer any opposition.—28. 
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The word " teaching " may be interpreted either as (1) the pupil's 
deceiving the sounds given by his preceptor, or as (2) the pupil's imitat¬ 
ing the sounds of his preceptor, as one imitates dancing. Neither of these 
interpretations would support the eternality of sound. In consonance 
With the first interpretation we shall say that the sound coming out of 
the preceptor produces another smid, and so on, until the last sound 
reaches the pupil. This Would make sound non-eternal. It is obvious 
that the second interpretation similarly proves the non-eternaiity of 
Bound. 

ii ^ i ^ i ^ ii 

abhya-At, from repetition. 

158. Sound, continue the objectors, is eternal, because it is 
Capable of repetition.—29. 

That which is capable of repetition is peisistent or not perishable, 
'e.g-j one and the same colour can be repeatedly looked at, because it is 
persistent. One and the same sound can similarly be repeatedly uttered, 
hence it is persistent or not perishable. 

tl ^ t ^ I 

H na, no , anya tve, wore it otherwise ; atftr api, even ; 

abhy&sasya, of repetition ; n pack Ault, from treatment or use. 

159. It is, we reply, not so, because even if sounds were '-'other" 
(different), repetition could take place.—30. 

Repetition does not prevent perishableness, because repetition is 
possible eveh if the things repeated are " other " or different, e.g., be 
Sacrifices twice, he dances thrice, etc. Here the two sacrifices are different, 
and yet we use the repetitive word 'twice' ; similarly the three dancings 
are different, and yet we use the repetitive word ' thrice. 

anyat, other ; Wfqwitl anyasm&fc, from other ; wst^rariq; an-anya- 
tv&fc, from not being other ; an-any at, not other ; iti, thus ; 

any a t&abh&vah, non existence of otherness. 

160. Some say that there is no such thing as otherness, because 
what is called • other," in reference to some other, is not other in 
reference to itself.—31. 


9 
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We maintain that ropehition is possible even if the things repeated 
are " other " or different. Our position is said to be untenable the term 
" other " is described as unmeaning, as nathing_ is other than itself. 

: ii ^ i 

tat-abhilvo, in the absence of otherness . si na, not • asti, 
ib ; an-anya t&, the being not-other ; cPbs tayoh, of these ; 

S* ifcara-itara-apekja-aiddheh, because existence dejendaof one upon 

that of the other, 

161. In the absence of otheme s there would, we eply, 
be no sameness, because the two exist in reference to each other.—32. 

If there was no otherness, there would be no sameness. This would 
lead us to absurdity, as it would disprove both persistency and perish¬ 
ableness. Hence we must admit otherness, and if there is other,” there 
will be noflawin our expression, viz., repetition i possible even if things 
were "other " or different. 

M i ^ i 33 n 

vin&9*-liAraij:k-n.n-at>a]abdheh, bocanae of non¬ 
apprehension of cause of destruction ; cha, and. 

162. Sound, some say, is eternal, because we perceive no cause 
why it should perish.—33. 

Whatever is non-eternal is destroyed by some cause. Sound is said 
to have no cause of destruction, hence sound is held by some to be not 
non-eternal, (i.e„ is regarded as eternal). 

a-firavana-k&iftna-an-upalftbdheh, from non appre¬ 
hension of canee of non-hearing ; satata iravana-prasangah, 

implication of perpetual hearing, 

163. But by the same argument, we are afraid, non-perception 
of the cause of inaudition would mean constant audition.—34. 

If non-perception is to establish non-existence, we should not 
cease to hear, because we do not perceive any cause of our not hearing, 
But such a conclusion is absurd. 

g q gsq qft ^RTOS^R^n^scr: II ^ I ^ I ^ N 
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ttpalabhyainAne, in the case of being apprehended ; si cha, 
and; s»J: tm-upal&bdheh, of iion-apprehenBion ; wmrr^a-sat-tv&t, from 
being non-existent ; an-apadesah, not a mark. 

164. Your position, we further say, is mitenaole, because there 
is no non-perception ; on the contrary, there is perception of the- 
cause ofinaudition.—35, 

Suppose that sound is produced by an axe striking against a tree; 
This sound will perish aaer producing another sound, which will again- 
perish, giving rise another, and so on, until the last sound is destroyed- 
by some obstacle. In fact' every sound that is produced is destined to- 
perish, Hence there is no non perception of the cause of inaudition ; on. 
the contrary, there is perception of such a cause. Consequently, sound' 
is not eternal. 

«nrqiF^ HtT 5T#*T<r ?6ni nimitta-pra6IeB4fc, from contact with the gong' 
dne to notion of the hand ; aabda-abhive, in the absence of sound; 

»T na, n<>l, OTrafcl: an npalablhih, non-apprehension. 

165. There is, we again say, no non-perception, because the sound 
[ of a gong ] ceases on the contact of our hand [with the gong].—36 

You cannot say that there is non-perception of the cause of cessation' 
of sound, because we actually perceive that by tha contact of our hand 
we can stop the sound of agoing. 

fwar^TWT^t5T<l55S'4ivi!i»sfi. k&rana-an-upalabdheh, from non-appreheu- 
aion of the cause of destruction ; ^ cha, and ; avasth&ae, in persis* 

tence ; tatiiity a-tva-praaarigB^, implication of its eternality.. 

166. "We call a thing eternal ( persistent) if it continues to- 1 
exist, and if we cannot perceive any cause why it should cease.—37. 

Sound does not continue to exist, and the cause of its cessation is- 
also "perceived. Hence sound- is not eternal. 

^ i ^ i « 

a-Bpar4a-tvkt, from being intangible ; a-pratijadhali* 

non-contradiction-. 
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167, That the substratum of sound is intangible is no counter¬ 
argument.—38. 

Sound has not for its substratum any of the tangible substances, 
viz , earth, water, fire and air, for, it is found to be produced even where 
these do not exist. For instance, scund is produced in a vacuum which 
is devoid of smell, taste, colour and touch, which are the qualities of 
tangible substances. The reason why the sound produced in a vacuum 
dues not reach our ears is that there is no air to carry it. Hence the 
substratum of sound is an intangible substance, viz, ether. 

It is a peculiarity of sound that it cannot co-abide with colour, etc. 
A tangible substance (e.g., earth ) which is the abode of smell may also 
be the abode of colour, taste or touch. But the substance, in which 
sound abides, cannot be the abode of any other qualities. This distin¬ 
guishes the substratum of sound from the substrata of other qualities. 
This peculiar substratum is called ether. 

The fact of having an intangible substratum is no bar to the non- 
eternality of sound. Sound, though its substratum is the intangible ether, 
is produced by the contact of two hard substances. One sound produces 
another sound (or a certain vibration), which again causes another sound 
(or vibration), and so on, until the last sound (or vibration) ceases owing 
to some obstacle, Sound is therefore non-eternal. 

*1*1% t) ^ I ^ I N 

foVTOJ'STftTTfl! vibhakti-antara-npapatteh, from affirmation of diffe¬ 
rent divisions or inOaetions ; ^ uha, and ; sanitise, in the case of co- 

inherence, or of a compound. 

108. Sound cannot be supposed to co-abide with other qualities, 
l'or there are also varieties of it.—', 9 

In each tangible substance there is only one kind of smell, taste, 
touch or colour. If we suppose that sound abides with one or more of 
these qualities in a tangible substance, we must admit that sound is of 
one kind only. But sound is of various kinds, such as grave, acute, etc, ; 
and even the same sound uiav vary in degrees, according to the nature of 
the obstruction it meets. This proves that sound does not abide with other 
qualities in a tangible substance. It further proves that sound is not 
unalterable or eternal. 

Also signifies that this aphorism is to be considered along with 
aphorism 2—2—38, in which a reason for the non-eternality of sound is 
given, 
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^f9CR: II ^ l 3 I U 

vikAra-Adeaa-upades&t, from the rale of modification 
and substitution ; 3feT4: aams lyah, doubt. 

1G9. From the injunction about modification and substitute 
there arises doubt.—10. 

The word dadhi, 'conjoined with the word ' atra, ' becomes dadh- 
yatra, ' by the rule of Sanskrit grammar. Looking at dadhi-afcra ' and 
' dadhyatra, ' we notice that there is i in the former and y in the latter. 
Here some say that i undergoes modification as y, while others say that y 
comes as a substitute for i. Consequently we are thrown into doubt 
whether letters really undergo modifications or take up substitutes. 

rawrayf; u ^ i ^ i 9 \ u 

prakriti-vivriddhau, <m the augmentation of the root ; 

Yiklra-vivriddheh, became there is augmentation of the modi¬ 
fication. 

170. If letters underwent modification, an increase of bulk in 
the original material would be attended by an increase of bulk in the 
modification. —41. 

If we accept the theory of modification, the letter y which originat¬ 
ed from the short i must be supposed to be less in bulk than the y which 
originated from the long I. But in reality the y in both the cases is of 
the same bulk. Hence it is concluded that letters do not undergo modi¬ 
fication, but take up other letters as substitutes. 

u ^ i ^ i ^ u 

nyuna-sama adhika upalabdheh, from apprehension 
of lesB, same, and more j vik&iAn&m, of modifications ; a- 

hetuh, not a mark. 

171. The foregoing argument, some say, i’s futile, because 
we find modification' less than, equal to, and greaterthan, the original 
material.—1-2. 

• 'The bulk of the modification does not, in all cases, correspond to 
the bulk of the original material, e.g , thread is of less bulk than cotton 
which is its original material, a bracelet is equal in bulk to the gold of 
•which it is made, and a banyan'tree is greater in bulk than the seed from 
which it springs. Hence the argument against the theory of modification 
is. according to the objectors, baseless. 




70 


BOOK II, CHAPTER II. 


fjffawt dvi-vidha-sya, of twofold ; wfa api, even ; ffftt hetoh, reasons; 
WffTST^ abh&v&t, owing to absence ; lim'Sif a-s&dhanam, not a moans of 
proof ; g*rs*: driftfentah, example . 

172. On account of the alsence of both the positive and negative 
marks ofinference, we say, the exampledoesnotestablishthepoint.-A3. 

The examples cited by the opponent are irrelevant. They are neither 
similar nor dissimilar to the case under consideration: they belong 
altogether to a different category. An example which can establish a 
point must contain the reason which is found present in the thing to be 
established. Not only are the examples not a means of proof here, but 
they are also not the examples required. 

n ^ i ^ i $ni 

if na, no ; a tulya-prskritinAm, of different roots ; fa*t*- 

fa*57tq vikAra-vikalp&t, from difference of modifications . 

173. It is not so, because we spoke of those modifications whidi 
originated from different materials.—44. 

A modification may not correspond in bulk to its orignal material.. 
But if the original materials are different, their modifications areexpectecl 
to be different. Here i being different from I, their modifications anj 
expected to be different. But y issues from i as well as i. Hence y is not 
a modification of i or I. 

gsmNnt I qwt gg u ^ i s i u 

^tqfatrf dravya-vikare; in the case of the modification of subs* 
tance in general ; vai$amya-vat, as there is dissimilarity ; *rifa*TT- 

varna-vikitra-vikalpah, difference of the modification of letter in 

generaf. 

174. There is, says an objector, difference between a letter 
and its modification, as there is between a substance and its modi¬ 
fication.—45. 

According to the objector, there is difference between the letter (ort) 
and it modification y, as there is difference between the substance cotton 
and its modification thread. 

*i w ^ i ^ \ 11 
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Wtia t iio; vikAra-dh&rma-an- npapatteh, because of 

non-establishment of the character of a modification. 


175. In reply, we say that it is not so, because the character of 
a modification does not exist here —16. 

A modification most be of the same nature as its original material, 
though the former may not correspond in bulk to the latter. A bracelet 
is no doubt a modification of gold or silver, but a horse is not a modifica¬ 
tion of a bull. Similarly, y, which is a semi-vowel, is not a modification 
of i (or i) which is a full vowel. 

n ^ i ^ i n 

firstTirrrrHt*f vikara-prApt&nAin, of those which hare undergone modi¬ 
fication ; WJWTtTWs a-punah-Apatteh, from non-return to original form. 

176. A thing which has undergone modification does not again 
return to its original form.—47. 


Milk modified into curd does not again attain the state of milk. 
But / having reached the condition of y may again revert to its original 
form, Hence y is not a modification of i. 





M ^ I ^ \ It 


suvarna-adin&m. of gold and the like; JtRTOh punah- 
Apatteh, from return to original ; tffgjp n-hetub, not a mark. 


177. Some say that this is untenable, because golden ornaments 
may again be converted into their original forms —48. 


A golden bracelet is converted into a mass of gross gold which 
again may be modified into a bracelet. The objector, relying on the 
analogy of golden ornaments, says that in the case of letters the theory of 
modification does not suffer by i reaching the condition of y and again 
returning to its original form. 


?? wwwoqfgfasro n ^ i ^ i w n 

W na, not ; tat-vik&rAnara, of its modifications ; 

•ufirfant suvarna-bhftva-a-vyatirek&t, from not giving up the nature 

of gold. 

178. The analogy, we say, is inapt, because the modifications 
of gold (called ornaments) do not relinquish the nature of gold.—49. 
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A mass of gold when made into ornaments does, not relinquish its 
own nature. But i when converted into y loses its own nature. Hencd 
the analogy is unsuitable. 

II ^ t ^ I *(° H 

nifcya tve, were letters eternal ; wfafjfn?! a-vikarafc, from non- 
modification ; a-nitya-tve, were they non-etemai ; H cha, and ; 

SPWWfflRf an-avasth&n&t, from noD-persistence. 

179. If the letter were eternal it could Hot be modified, arid 
if it were impermanent it could not abide long enough to furnish the 
material for modification.—50. 

On the supposition of the letters being eternal, i cannot be modified 
into i 1 ; and on the supposition of their being impermanent), i must perish 
before it can be modified into y. 

nwraraswiorro- 

jrin%w: u ^ i ^ u 

fifWWl nity&nam, of eternals • ati-i»driya-tvat, from being 

Buper-sensuons ; tat-dharma-vikalj at, from difference of 

attributes ; varija-vikaran&m, of the modifications of letters; 

a-pratijedhah, non-contradiction, 

180. Though the letters be eternal, their modification, gays' 
an objector, cannot be denied, as some of the eternal things ar'e 
beyond the grasp of the Senses, while others possess a different charac¬ 
ter .— 51. 

Just as some eternal things (as ether) are supersenstious while others' 
(such as cowhood) are cognisable by tie sense, so some eternal things as* 
ether may be unmodifiable while others such as letters may be susceptible 1 
to modification. 

an-svastb&yi-tve, in case of not persisting , ^ cha, and ; 
fltofasifsw*!*! varna-apalahdhi vat, like apprehension of letters; 

tat-vikara-upapattih, establishment of their modifications. 

181. Even if the letters are impermanent, their modification, 
like their perception, is, according to the objector, possible.—52, 
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Even if you say that letters are impermanent, you admit that they 
abide long enough to be capable of being perceived. Why then cannot 
they abide long enough to be capaple of being modified ? 

RcSTf^TH 131c* 1fe e ETft- 
u ^ i ^ i ii 

vikAra-dhartni-tve, where there is the character of under¬ 
going modification ; n itya-tva-abh&vkt, from absence of eter- 

nality ; k&la antare, at another time ; fWnVww: vikAra-upapattek, 

from establishment of modification ; 9 cha, and ; wfafa^i: a-prati^edhah, 
non-contradiction. 

182. In reply, we say that our position is unassailable, because 
there is no eternalness where there is the character of modification and 
because your so-called modification presents itself at a time subsequent 
to the destruction of the original material.—53. 

The letters cannot be modified if you say that they are eternal,because 
modification is the reverse of eternalness. When a thing is modified it 
assumes another nature, abandoning its own. Again, the letters cannot be 
modified if you say that they are impermanent, because there is no time 
for i (of dadhi) to be modified into y when a (of atra) follows. The sound 
'dadhi'is produced (pronounced) atthefirst moment, exists (continuously) 
during the second moment, and perishes at the third moment. The sound 
"atra" is produced (pronounced) at the second moment, exists (continues) 
during the third moment, and perishes at the fourth moment. Now, i (of 
dadhi) cannot be modified into y until a (of atra) has come into existence. 
But a comes into existence at the third moment, when i has already 
perished. So, on the supposition of impermanency of letters, modification 
is impossidle. 

g III fa II ^ M I $HI 

prakpiti-a niyam&t, from non-restriotion to the root ; 
qvfFtaFtTtot varija-vikAi AriAtn, of the modifications of letters. 

• 183. Letters are not modified, because there is tio fixity as to 
the original material of their modification.—54 

In the case of real modifications there is a fixity as regards their 
original materials, e.g., milk is the original material of curd, but not vice 
versa. In the case of letters, however, there! id no fixed rule, eg., i is th 

10 
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orighml material of y in dadhyatra (dadhi + atra), but y is the original 
material of i in vidhyati (vyadh+ya + ti). Hence the operation of modi 
fication is not really applicable to letters. 

strung Ntw i an rSm: u * i * i u 

srOnrft a-niyame, in thecaseof son-restriction , fWrrqt niyam4t, because 
of restriction, i, e. rnle or uniformity ; «T na, not ; vrHfqiTi a-njyamafc, non- 

restriction- 

184. Some say that there is no lack of fixity, because the 
■absence of fixity itself is fixed.—55. 

/ is sometimes modified into y, and y, sometimes into i. So in res¬ 
pect of letters there is no fixity as to the original materials of their modi¬ 
fication. This much, however, is fixed that there is no fixity, or in other 
words, the absence of fixity is fixed. Heuce the objector, who isaquibbler, 
contends that there is fixity at least as to the negative aspect of modifi¬ 
cation. 

NitII ^IH^II 

fiwrrfwTO finrh??* niyaraa-aniy&ma-virodh&fc, owing to contradiction 
of restriction and non-restriction , srftqtf aniyame, in respect of non-restri¬ 
ction ; failure niyam&t, there being restriction ; ^ cha, and ; a. 

pratisedhah, non-contradiction. 

185. By saying that the absence of fixity is fixed, you cannot 
Set aside our reason, because the fixity and its absence are contradic¬ 
tory terms.—56. 

Our reason is that in respect of letters there is no fixity as to their 
modification. You contend that, though there is no fixity, the absence of 
fixity is fixed. Our reply is that, though the absence of fixity is fixed, it 
does not establish fixity as a positive fact, because fixity is incompatible 
with the absence of fixity. 

feesrctqq#. 

jiuPre re r * i * |1(* N 

gnna-antara-ftpatti-upamarda-hrAsa- 

yriddhi*lefia-&le§ebhyah, from the ensuing of a different quality, overcoming, 
shortening, lengthening, dropping and incoming } g tn, but ; fagOTm: 
yikfcra-upapatteh, from establishment of modification ; varua- 

yik&rah, modification of letters. 
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186. There is an apparent, modification of letters in the case 
of their attaining a different quality, taking up substitutes, becoming 
short or long and undergoing diminution or augmentation.—57. 

A latter is said to attain a different quality when, for instance, the 
grave accentuation is given to what was acutely accented. As an instance 
of a letter accepting a substitute,, we may mention gam as becoming 
gachchh. A long vowel is sometimes shortened, e.g., nadi ( in the vocative 
case ) becomes nadi. A short vowel is lengthened, e.g., muni ' (in the 
vocative case) becomes mane ". Diminution occurs in such cases as 
1 as-faas ' becoming " stas.' In ' devanam ' ( deva-j-am) no, is an augment. 

^ fsWrFSFm: H * I * I HC II 

^ te, they, letters ; vibhakti-anf&h, with inflections ; 

pa&am, word. 

187. The letters ended with an affix form a word.—58. 

Words are of twj kinds: nouns and verbs. A noun ends in a sup 

affix, e.g. Ramas (Kauia+su), while a verb ends in a tin affix, e.g., bhavati 
(bhfi-ai). 

tabarthei as to the object or meaning of the word ; wjqsirjjfanilfa 

vyakti &k|*iti-j&ti-sanni<lhaa, invariable association with an indivi* 
dHal, form and claas ; npaob&r&t, from use; samiayafc, 

doubt, 

188. There is doubt what a word ( noun ) really means, as it 
invariably presents to us an individual, form and genus.—59. 

The word " cow ' reminds us of an individual (a four-footed animal), 
ita form (limbs) and its genus ( cowhood ). Now, it is asked, what ia tha 
real signification of a word (noun)—an individual, form or genus ? 

i 11 ^ i h i ii 

dwtf h m yft4abdsiflamflh&- 
ty&ga-parig raha-samkhy ft-v pi d dhi-upaohay a-varna-sam&sa-annbajldh&n Am,, 
of the word, that^i e. any noun, collection, avoiding, accepting, numberj 
growth, colour, connection, and propagation ; nrwff vyaktan, in the casa 
of the individual ; apach&rit, from use, Wfftli: vyaktih, individual. 
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189. Some say that the word (noun) denotes individual, because 
it is only in respect of individuals that we can use " that" "collection," 
" giving" ' taking" ' number" waxing" " waning" " colour'" 
" compound" and " propagation."—60. 


" That cow is going "—here the term " that " can be used only in 
reference to an individual cow. Similarly, it is only in respect of indivi¬ 
duals that we can use the expressions "collection of cows," " he gives 
the cow," " he takes the cow" " ten cows, " cow waxes," " cow wanes," 
" red cow'" " cow-legs " and "cow gives birth to cow." 


* n ^ i ^ i ^ ii 

tf na, no ; lat-an-avastlmnflt, from its non-persistence. 

190. A word ( noun ) does not denote an individual, because 
there is no fixation of the latter.—61. 

Unless we take genus into consideration, the word cow will denote 
any individual of any kind. Individuals are infinite. They cannot be 
distinguished from one another, unless we refer some of them to a certain 
genus and others to another genus, and so on. In order to distinguish a 
cow-individual from a horse-individual, we mast admit a genus called 
cow distinguished from a genus called horse. 

ii ^ i * i w II 

tmnaWTO sn'gmfsrefihnr: sahaoharana- 

Btli&na-titdarthya-vritta-m4ua-dh&rana* shinipya-yoga-s&dhana ftdhipafcye- 
bhyah, from association, place, purpose, function, measure, containing, 
vicinity, conjunction, sustenance and supremacy ; 

JTJfUR^TIf3^5 br&hmana-maficha-kata-r&ja-saktu ehandatia gaiigit-S ikata- 
anna-pnrnpegu. in respect of a br&hmana, scaffold, mat, king flour, 
sandal wood, Gang&, cart bullock, food and person ; *mOT% a-tafc bh&ve, 
in the absence of object or inherent meaning; wftl a pi, even ; SJtfWTT: "tat- 

upacna ah, its use. 

191. Though a word does not literally bear a certain meaning, 
it is used figuratively to convey the same, as in the case of Brahmana, 
scaffold, mat, king, flour, sandalwood, Ganges,cart, food and man, in 
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consideration of association, place, design, function, measure, containing, 
vicinity, conjunction, sustenance and supremacy.—62. 

If the word does not denote an individual, how is it that we refer to 
an individnal cow by the expression ".that cow is feeding ' ? The answer 
is that, though the word cow may not literally mean an individual, we may 
refer to the tfame figuratively. There are such instances as:—'Feed the 
staff ' means ' feed the Brahmana holding a staff, 1 ( the scaffolds shout 1 
means 1 men on the scaffolds shout,' ' he makes a mat' means ' he aims at 
making a mat,' 'Yama' (chastiser) means 'a king"a bushel of flour meana 
flour measured by a bushel, a vessel of sandal-wood ' means ' sandal¬ 
wood placed in a vessel, ' ’cows are grazing on the Granges means cows 
are grazing in the vicinity of the Ganges," a black cart ’ means a cart 
marked with blackness, 'food' means life ' and 'this person (BharadvAja) 
is a clan ' means ' this person is the head of a clan' 

sugib^h^cmu n ^ i ^ i wi 

•rryffti &kritih, form ; tafc-apek^a-tvftt, as being dependent 

upon it; sattva-vyavasth&Da-siddheh, from the establish^ 

ment of the identity or position of an entity. 

192. Some say that the word ( noun ) denotes form by which 
an entity is recognised.—63. 

We use such expressions as ' this is a cow ' and ' this is a horse' 
only with reference to the forms of the cow and the horse. Hence it ia 
alleged by some that the word denotes form. 

ii ^ i ^ 1 ii 

vyakti-ftkriti-yukte, possessing individuality and form ; 
wfir api, also ; WSflStum a prasangftt, from non-application. 
prok$ana4din&m, of immolation, etc. j uirit gavake, in respect of an 

earthenware cow ; snfY j&tih. class or genus. 

193. Others say that the word ( noun ) must denote genus, 
otherwise why in an earthenware cow, possessed of individuality and 
form, do we not find immolation, etc. ?—64. 

We can immolate a real cow, but not an earthenware cow, though 
the latter possesses individuality and form. The distinction between a 
real cow and an eartheuware one is that the former comes under the 
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genus caw, but the latter does not, Hence it is urged by Some that a 
word ( noun ) denotes genus. 

II * \ * [ ^ U 

3 na, no ; wrffftl «wra'hfrp*m Akriti-vyakti-apek^atvat, from being 
dependent upon form and individuality ; j&ti*abhivyakteh, of 

the manifestation of the genus. 

194. In reply, we say that it is not genus alone that is meant 
by a word (noun), because the manifestation of genus depends on the 
form and individuality.—65. 

The genns abides in the individual, and the individual cannot be 
Recognised except by its form. Hence genus has reference both to the 
form and individual,'or, in other words, the genus alone is not the significa¬ 
tion of a word. 

u * i ^ i ^ n 

vyakti ftkritij&tayab, individual, form and genus ; $ 
to, bat ; : padarthah the object denoted by tbe word. 

195. The meaning of a word ( noun ) is, according to us, the 
genus, form and individual.—66. 

The word (noun) signifies all the three, though prominence is given 
to one of them. For the purpose of distinctionthe individual is pro¬ 
minent. In order to convey a general notion, per-eminence is given to 
the genus In practical concerns, much importance is attached to the form. 
A fact, the word r nonn ordinarily presents to ua the form, denotes the 
individual and connotes the genus. 

gfifc n ^ ^ n 

«1%: vyaktih, individual ; gona-vifie^a-Mrayah, tbe 

abode of particular attributes ; nftf: mdrtib, body, substance. 

196. An individual is that which has a definite form and is 
the abode of particular qualit'es.—67. 

An individual is any substance which is cognised by the senses, as 
a limited abode of colour, taste, smell, touch, weight, solidity, tremulousness, 
velocity or elasticity. 

vufRrssrfrafafusqr h ^ i ^ i u 
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fikfitih, form; Snftrfeymt j4ti-lmga-4khj&, that by which the 

genus and the marks of the genus are manifested. 

197 The form is that which is called the token of the 
genus,—68. 

The genus cowhood, for instance, is recognised by a certain colloca¬ 
tion of the dewlap which is a form. We cannot recognise the genus of a 
formless substance. 

w ^ \ ^ \ ii 

tTORircrtnf^rcr Bam4na-praaava-Atmik&, that the nature of which is to 

produce the same idea or cognition ; ‘ jatih, genus, class. 

198. Genus is that whose nature is to produce the same con¬ 
ception.—69. 

Oowhood is a genus which underlies all cows. Seeing a cow some¬ 
where, we acquire a general notion of cows (i.e., derive knowledge of 
cowhood ). This general notion enables us on all subsequent occasions to 
recognise individual cows. 



aO 


BOOK IIL CHAPTER I. 


Book III.—Chaftir I. 


ll \ | \ I \ w 

^fwW»T!TTW!^ dariana-BparSanAbhyftm, by means of sight and touch; 
eka-artha grabaqAt, because of the apprehension of the same 

object. 

199. A sense is not soul because we can apprehend an object 
through both sight and touch. 

" Previously I saw the jar and now I touch it; " such expressions 
will be meaningless if " I " is not different from eye which cannot touch 
and from skin which cannot see, In other words the " I " or soul is 
distinct from the senses. 







sf na, no ; vi$aya-vyavasth&nAt, owing to the particular 

relation or allocation of the senses to the objects. 


200. This is, some say, not so because there is a fixed relation 
between the senses and their objects. 

Colour, for instance is an exclusive object of the eye sound of 
the ear,smell of the nose, and so on. It is the eye that, according to 
the objectors, apprehends colour, and there is no necessity for assuming 
a soul distinct from the eye for the purpose of explaining the apprehen¬ 
sion of colour. 



II \ I ^ I * « 


WgtRRHnWTO tat-vyav&Bth&n&t, from that allocation ; ^ eva, itself ; 


•TOTOUWH! &tma-sadbl)&v&t, because of the existence of the sonl ; 

a-pratisedhah,non-opposition. 

201. This is, we reply, no opposition because the existence of 
soul is inferred from that very fixed relation. 


There is a fixed relation between the senses and their objects, eg., 
between the eye and colour, the ear and sound, and so on. It is the eye 
and not the ear that can apprehend colour, and it is the ear and not the eye 
that can apprehend sound, if a sense were the soul it could apprehend only 
one object, but I " can apprehend many objects, that is, " I "can See 
colour, hear sound, and so on. Hence the " I" or soul which confers 
unity on the various kinds of apprehension is different from the senses 
each of which can apprehend only one object. 
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«3 1 \ 1 * « 

4 wtra-d&lie, in burning the body , qpwmrw* ; AUka-abliavAt, 

as there would be absence of sin. 

202. the body we e soul there should be release from sins as 
soon as the body was burnt. 

If a person has no soul beyond his body he should be freed from 
sins when the body is destroyed. But in reality sins pursue him in his 
subsequent lives. Henco the body is not soul. 

The aphorism admits of another interpretation :— 

If the body were soul there could arise no sin from killing 
living beings. 

Our body varies in dimension and character with every moment. 
The body which exists at the present moment is nut responsible for the 
sin which was committed at a previous moment inasmut-h as the body 
which committed the sin is now non existent In other words, no sin 
would attach to the person who killed living beings if the soul were 
identical with our transient body. 

II ^ I \ \ ^ II 

tafc-abhAvnh, absence of sin , sa-fttmaka pi a iAhe, 

in burning the body endowed with a soul ; epi, eveu ; 

tat-nityatvat, as the soul is eternal 

203. There would, says an objector, be no sin even if the body 
endowed with a soul were burnt, for the soul is eternal. 

In the previous aphorism it was shown that the commission of 
sins would be impossible if we supposed the body to be the soul. In the 
present aphorism it is argued by an objector that we should be incapable 
of committing sins even on the supposition of the soul being distinct 
from our body, for such a soul is eternal and cannot be killed. 

It ^ | ^ | ^ || 

«T na, no ; kArya&sraya kart ri bad hat, because there 

is killing of the body which is at once the cause and the field of experi¬ 
ence, or killing of the field of experience i.e. the body and of its causa 
i e. the senses, or killing of the embodied life of the soul. 

11 
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201. In reply we say that it is not so because w e are capable 
of.killing the Lody which is the site of operat ons of the soul. 

Though the soul is indestnict.iUlo we can kill tho b"dy which is 
the seat of its sensations. Hence we are not incapable of committing 
sins by killing or murder. Moreover, if we do not admit a permanent 
soul beyond our frail body wo shall bo confronted by uriny absurdities 
such as " loss of merited action " ( krtta-haui ) and " gain of unmerited 
action " ( akritabhyagama ) A man who has committed a certain sin may 
not sufier its consequences in this life and unlessthere.reisasoul continuing 
to his next life he will not suffer them at all. This is a " loss of merited 
action". Again, we oaen find a,,man suffering the consequences of action 
which he never did in this life This would be a ' gain of unmerited 
action" unless we believed that his soul did the action in hi previous life. 

\\ $ I ^ I <• n 

savya-dr Btasya, »f that which is teen by bite ledttjye ; 
itarena, by the other ; prutyabliijnBn&t, because there is 

recognition. 

205. [ There is a soul leyond the.sense ] because what is seen 
by the left eye is recognised by the right. 

A thing perceived previously by the lea eye ia recognised now by 
the right eye. This would have been impossible'if'the soul were identical 
with the lea eye or the right eye on the principle that the seat of recog¬ 
nition must be the same as the seat of perception. Consequently we 
must admit that there is a soul which is distinct from the left and right 
eyes and which is the common seat of perception and recognition. 

\ i \\ e a 

tta, no ; elrasmin, in one and the siuue ; n/UA- 

aethi-vyavahite, separated by the nasal bone , t] v itva-abhmul- 

nat, because there arises the conceit of duality of the eye. 

206. Some ay that the eyes are not two: the conceit of duality 
arises from the single organ of vision being divided by the bone of 
the nose. 

The objectors argue as follows :— 

If the eyes were really two, viz , right and lea, we would have been 
bound to admit a soul d.stinct from the senses as the common seat of 
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perception and recognition. But there is only one eye which is divided 
by the bridge of the nose and which performs the two functions of 
perception andlecognition Hence ace there is, according to the objectors, 
no soul beyond the ever 

» 3 1 \ 1 < n 

ek’i-v mkju, on the destruction of the one; 
dvittya n-viuas&t, ns there ia mm-destruction of the other na, not ; 

eka-tvum, unity. 

207. 'The eyes we reply, are really two Because the destruction 
of one does not cuise the destruction of the Other. 

If the organ of vision was only one, then on the destruction of that 
one fie-, me eye there would be total blindness- 

11 \ \ \ 1 \° n 

Hvayava ttas.-.<'M the destruction of a part ; wfa api, even ; 
avavavi u,<aliibilt<ch, us the whole is cognised ; Wf-g: a hetuh 

no reason. 

208. This is, some say, no argument, for the destruction of 
a part does not caus the des.ruction of the whole. 

The objectors say : —Just- as a tree does not perish though a branch 
of it has been destroyed, so then, may not bo total blindness though 
one eye ( a part of the orgin o.f vision ) has been destroyed. 

11 $ 1 \ \ \\ u 

jUl^ctfirtan dr s;&iita vnndhift.awing to conflict with the familiar 
instance ; wrfaifcl; a prat's 'dlmlt, non- opposition. 

209. This is, we reply, no opposition to our argument inasmuch 
as your illustration is in ipt.. 

The illustration of a tree and" its branch ia not quite apt, for a tree 
does not exist in its entirety but assumes a mutilated condition when 
a branch of it is cut off. The right eye, on the other hand, remains in. 
a perfect condition and performs the full function of an eye- even when 
ihe lea eye is destroyed. 

u \ \\ \ ^ n 

in driya-antara-vik&r&t, as there takes place modi* 
fixation of aDuther sense. 
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210. The soul is distinct from the senses, because there is an 
excitement of one sense through the operation of another sense. 

When we see an acid substance, water overflows our tongue. In 
other words, in virtue of the operation of our visual sense there is an 
excitement in the ense of taste Thus would be impossible unless there 
was a soul distinct from the senses The soul seeing the acid substance 
remembers its properties ; and the remembrance of the acid properties 
excites the sense of taste. 

H II ^ I \ I N II 

*r na, no ; sinrifeh, <»f memory, recollection i 

sniartavya-visiya-tvat, because it has the thing recollected as its object. 

211. It is, some say, not so because remembrance is lodged 
in the object remembered. 

Remembrance, according to the objectors, is lodged in the thing 
remembered and does not necessarly presuppose a soul. 

II 3 I \ I II 

tat atrna-gunn st.idl ! 4v&t, because of its existence as 
a quality of the soul ; u-pra used huh, non-oprositon. 

212. - This is,we reply, no opposition, because remembrance is 
re-ally a quality of the soul. 

Remembrance is based on perception, that is, one can remember 
only that thing which one has perceived. It oaen happens that seeing 
the colour of a thing wo remember its smell. This would be impossible 
if remembrance was a quality of a sunse, e.g., the eye which has never 
smelt the thing. Honce remembrance must be admitted to be a quality 
of a distinct substance called soul which is the common seat of perceptions 
of colour and of swell. 

mm n \ i ^ i ^ n 

na, no ; aUua'pratipatti-hetuii&m, of the reasons or 

proofs of the existence of a separate soul ; tnauaei, to the mind ; 

CTOWNT B&mbhiiv& F , because of applicability, 

213. There is, some say, no soul other than the mind because 
the arguments which are adduced to establish the ' soul " are applic¬ 
able to the mind. 
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The substance of the objection is this:— 

We can apprehend an object by both the eye and the skin. It is 
true that the acts of seeing and touching the object by one agent cannot 
be explained unless we suppose the agent to be distinct from both the eye 
and the skin ( i.e , from the senses), let however the agent be identified 
with the mind. 

tiflrifcprong ii 3 1 \ \ ^ 11 

' flTTj: jn&tuh, of the knower ; SJMflWft'I'HT: jnantt-sttdhuuft-upapaUeh, 
bb there must be instruments of knowing; *i3fW[JHS^satpjn4-bhedft-m4tram, 

mere difference of name. 

214. Since there is a knower endowed with an instrument of 
knowledge it is, we reply, a mere verbal trick to apply the name 
’ mind " to that which is really the " soul. ' 

To explain the acts of seeing, touching, etc. you admit an agent 
distinct from the senses whichare called its instruments. The sense or 
instrument by which the act of thinking is performed is called the 
"mind." The agent sees by the eye, hears by the ear, smells by the nose, 
tastes by the tongue, touches by the skin and thinks by the " mind." 
Hence we must admit the agent ( soul ) over and above the mind. If you 
call the agent as "mind," you will have to invent another name to 
designate the instrument. This verbal trick will not, aaer all, affect our 
position. Moreover, the mind cannot be the agent as it is atomic in 
nature. An atomic agent cannot perform the acts of seeing, hearing, 
knowing, feeling, etc. 

famtvs rrhr : 11 ^ 1 \ 1 11 

fgiTOi my am ah, rule ; 9 cha, and ; R: nir-anum&nah, devoid of 

inference. 

215. Your conclusion is moreover opnosed to inference. 

We admit a mind apart from the soul. If you deny any one of them 
or identify ono with the other, an absurd conclusion will folow. Unless 
you admit the mind yon will not be able to explain the internal percep¬ 
tion. By the eye you can see, by the ear you can hear, by the nose you can 
smell, by the tongue you can taste and by the skin you can touch. By 
what sense do you carry on internal perception, viz., thinking, imagining, 
etc. ? Unless you admit the mind for that purpose your conclusion will 
be opposed to inference, 
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u ^ i \ i \c n 

pflrva-abhyaeta-smriti-anubandli&f, from association 
with, or sequence from, memory previously experienced ; am*? j&tasyn, of 
the new-born, the child ;Imrga-bhaya-Soka-sampratipaMeh, 

On account of the occurrence of pleasure, fear and grief. 

216. ( The soul is to be admitted ) on account of joy, fear 
and grief arising in a child from the memory of things previously 
experienced. 

A new-born child manifests marks of joy, fear and grief. This is 
inexplicable unless we suppose That fhe child perceiving certain things 
in this life remembers the corresponding things of the past life. The 
things which used to excite joy, fear and grief in the past life continue to 
do so in this life. The memory of the past proves the previous birth as 
Well as the existence of the soul. 

» 

pad ina-lid 1911, in the case of the lotus, etc. ; 
prabidha-saruimlami vik&ra-vat, like the modifications of opening and 
closing ;rify$T?: tat-vikajah, its modifications. 

217, It is . bjeoted that the changes of countenance in a child 
are like those of expanding and closing up in a lotus, 

The objection stands thus 

Just as a lotus which is devoid of memory expands and closes up 
by itself, so a child expresses joy, fear and grief even without the recollec¬ 
tion of the things with which these were associated in the previous life. 

M I \ I H 

at im, no ; n?tm Sita-vn .sa-kftlfl-mmitta tvAt, 

bemuse of their being caused by heat, cold, rain and season ; qajifffal' 
fasittairn panrliH atiuaka-vikimnSin, of the modifications or changes in 

things const initei by the five (elements). 

218. This is, we reply, not so became the changes in inani aate 
things are caused by heat, cold, rain an I season. 
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The changes of expansion and contraction in a lotus are caused by 
heat and cold. Similarly the changes of countenance in a child must be 
caused by something. What is that thing ? It is the recollection of 
pleasure and pain associated with the things which are perceived. 

u $ 1 \ 1 ^ 11 

pretya, transmigrating j AhAra-abh} Asa-kritAt, 

produced by the liabit of eating ( in the previous life ) ; WJ>qifas5rer*l 

stanya abhilasat, from the desire for the mother's milk. 

219. A child's desire for milk in this life is caused by the pra¬ 
ctice of his having drunk it in the previous life. 

A child just born drinks the breast of bis mother through the 
remembrance that he did so in the previous life as a means of satisfying 
hunger. The child's desire for rmilk in this life is caused by the re¬ 
membrance of his experience in the previous life. This proves that the 
child's soul, though it has abandoned a previous body and has accepted 
a new one, remembers the experiences of the previous body. 

u ^ 1 ^ i ^ n 

ayasali, of the iron ; ayaskAnta-abhigamana- 

vat, like the approach to the loadstone * 3 *^ tat-upa-aarpanam, the 

approach of the infant. 

220. Some deny the alove by saying that a new-born child 
approaches the breast of his mother just as an iron approaches a 
loadstone (without any cause). 

The objection runs thus 

Just as an iron approaches a loadstone by itself, so does a child 
approach the breast of his mother without any cause. 

rTTr^Sr H * \ \ I ^ u 

5 f nu, no ; any atm, elsewhere , pravrilti-ablm* At, on 

account of absence of activity. 

221. This is, we reply, not so because there is no approach 
towards any other thing. 

You say that there is no cause which makes an iron approach a 
loadstone, or a child the breast of his mother. How do you then explain 
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that an iron approaches only a loadstone but not a clod of earth and a 
child approaches only the bieast of his mother and not any other thing ? 
Evidently ther'e is some cause to regulate these fixed relations. 

Ik ^ * \ I 39 II 

vita r&ga-janma-a darSan&t, because the rebirth of 

one who is free from desire is not observed. 

222. We find that none is Lorn without desire. 

Every creature is born with some desires which are associated with 
the things enjoyed by him in the past life. In other words, the desire 
proves the existence of the creature or rather of his soul in the previous 
lives. Hence the soul is eternal. 

M 1 \ 1 11 

sa-guna-dravya-utpatti- vat, like the production of 
substances endowed with qualities ; tat-utpattih, its production. 

223. Some say that the soul is not eternal because it may Ve 
produced along with desire as other things are iproduced along with 
their qualities. 

The objection stands thus :— 

Just as ajar, when it is produced, is distinguished by its colour, efcc, 
BO the soul when it is produced is marked by its desire, etc. Hence the 
desires do not pre-suppose the soul in the previous lives or, in other 
words, the soul is not eternal, 

* 11 \ \ \ » ^ 11 

U na, no ; samkalpa-niinittaTvIt, because of their 

being caused by Bamkalpa, i.e. volition ( springing from the recollection 
of past experience ) , riga AdinAm, of desire, eto. 

224. This is, wo reply, not so because the desire in a new-born 
child is caused by the ideas lea in his soul by the things he enjoyed in 
his previous lives. 

The desire implies that the soul existed in the previous lives or, in 
other words, the soul is eternal. 

qinfer M I ^ I 11 

UlfaV p&rthivam, earthy ; guna-aiitara-upalabdhtih, 
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because of the perception of the quality of the earth. 

225. Our body is earthy because it possesses the special quali¬ 
ties of earth. 

ID other worlds there are beings whose bodies are watery, fiery, 
airy or ethereal. Though our body is composed of all the five elements 
we call it earthy owing to the preponderance of earth in it. 

it ^ \ \ i n 

pArthiva Apya-tai jasam, composed of elements of earth, 
water, and tire; tat-gona-upalabdheh, because of the perception 

of their attributes. 

226. The body is composed of the elements of earth, water 
and fire, as the attributes of these elements are perceived in it. 

nihiv&sauchchhv&sa-upalabclheli, because of the 
perception of in breathing and out-breathing ; oh&turbhautikain, 

composed of four elements- 

227. The body is composed of four elements, because it performs 
the operations of in-breathing and out-breathing. 

gandha*kleda- p&ka-vyfiha-avakAsu-d&nu- 

bhyah, by reason of smell, wetness, digestion, circulation of blood, and 
room for movement , pancha bhautikam, composed of five 
elements. 

228. The body is composed of five elements, as it possesses 
smell, wetness, digestion, circulation of blood and room for movement. 

In the body there are smell and moisture which are attributes of earth 
and water respectively. Digestion and circulation of blood are done res¬ 
pectively by fire and air. There is also in the body room for the move¬ 
ment of the other elements in it, and therefore ether is also present in it, 
Gotama has not taken the trouble to refute these doubtful reason¬ 
ings in the above three aphorisms. They are generally refuted by the 
authority of the Veda in the next aphorism. 

M i ^ i ^ m 

12 
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sruti-pramanyat, from the authority of the Veda ; oha, 

and. 

229. In virtue of the authority ofscripture too. 

That our body is earthy is proved by our scripture. In the section 
on " Dissolution into the primordial matter" there are such texts as : 
May the eye be absorbed into the sun, may the body be absorbed into the 
earth, etc. The sun is evidently the source of the eye and the earth of 
the body. 

3 H ^ « 

kyienas&ra, the eyeball ; eati, there being; 

npalambhat, because there is perception (of colour^ ; vyatirichya, 

tcreening,removing 5 * cha, and ; upalambhit, because there is 

perception ; samlayah, doubt. 

230 It is doubtful as to whether a sense is material or all- 
pervading because there is perception when there is ( contact with ) 
the eye-ball and there is perception even when the eye-ball is far off. 

The eye-ball is said by some to be a material ( elemental) substance 
inasmuch as its function is limited by its contact. A thing is seen 
when it has contact with the eye-ball, but it is not seen when the eye-ball 
is not connected. In other words, the eye-ball, like any other material 
substance, exercises its function only in virtue of its contact with things. 
Others hold that the eye-ball is a non-material all-pervading substance 
inasmuch as it can perceive things with which it has not come in 
contact. The eye-ball does not touch the things which it sees from 
a distance. Hence the question arises as te whether the eye-ball is 
a material or an all-pervading substance. 

« * i \ \ w « 

mahat anu-grahanat, because it apprehends both the 
large and the small. 

231. It is contended that the eye-ball is not a material substance 
because it can apprehend the great and the small. 

If the eye-ball had been a material substance it could have appre¬ 
hended only those things which coincided with itself in bulk. But wo 
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find it can apprehend things of greater and smaller bulk. So it is 
contended that the eye-ball is not a material substance. 

ii \ \ \\ y ii 

rasmi-artha-sannikarsa visesat, from a special 
contact of the ocular ray with the object ; tat-grahanam,. the 
apprehension of the Urge and the small. 

232. ( The Naiyayika's reply to the above is that;) it is by the 
contact of the ray that the things great and small are apprehended. 

The Naiyayikas say that even on the supposition of the eye-ball 
being a material sabstance the apprehension by it of the great and the 
small will not be impossible. Their explanation is that though the eye¬ 
ball itself does n-ot coincide with, things which are greater or smaller in. 
bulk, yet the rays issuing from the eye-ball reach the things in their 
entire extent. Hence in spite of the eye-ballbeing a material substance 
there is no impossibility for it to apprehend the great and tha small. 

aagwKKfg: » * i x ■ w. ti 

tut-an^upaliibdheh, because of its non-perception ; 

a-hetuh, not a cause. 

233. Contact is not the cause because we do not perceive the 

ray. 

Tha contact of a ray with a thinge is not the cause of apprehension 
of the thing because we perceive no ray issuing from the eye ball. 

•l na, not ; aunrafyam&iiasya, of that which can be 

inferred ; JTWSfRft pratyaksatnh, by perception; wgqsrfW: an-npalabdhih, 
non-appreben ston ' y a blift'vft-hofciih* ft mark of DOD’dxistfincOi 

234 . That we (la not apprehend a thing through perception is * 
no proof of non-existence of the thing because we may yet apprehend it 
through inference. 

The ray issuing from the eye is not perceived as it is supersensuous. 
But it is established by inference like tha lower half of the earth or the 
other side of the moon. 

M I \ I <r 
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dravya-gunadharma-bhed&t, according to difference* 
of the nntui-e of the substance and the attribute ; * cha, and ; 7TOftaf*PnTi 
upalabdlii-niyamah, rule of perception. 

235 And perception dependes upon the special character of the 
substance and its qualites. 

A substnnoe unless it possesses magnitude, or a quality unless it 
possesses obviousness, is not perceived. From the absence of magnitude 
and obvious colour the ray of the eye-ball is not perceived. 

an oka dravya-sarnnv&y&fc, from combination in more 
than one substance , rflpa v>si sat, from peculiarity, i.e. per¬ 

ceptible intensity , of colour ; ^ cha, anii ; ^Tqsrf*'*; rftpa-upalabdhih, 

perception of colour. 

236. A colour is perceived only when it abides in many things 
intimately and possesses obviousness. 

The sun's ray is perceived as it possesses an obviousness in respect of 
colour and touch. But the ray of the eye-ball is not perceived as it is 
obvious neither in respect of colour nor in respect of touch 

II \ 1 \ I ^ II 

karma-k&ritah, determined or organised by karma or 
deserts ; * cha, and ; indriy hnitm. of the senses ; vyAbahi, 

order or assemblage , g$qt*fa*5s puruja artha-tantrah, subservient to the 

purposes of the purusa or man- 

237. And the senses subservient to the purposes of man have 
been set in order by his deserts. 

The order referred to is as follows :— 

The eye emits ray which does not possess the quality of obviousness 
and cannot consequently burn the thing it touches. Moreover, had there 
been obviousness in the ray it would have obstructed our vision by land¬ 
ing as a screen between the eye and the thing. This sort of arrangement 
of the senses was made to enable man to attain his purposes according to 
his merits and demerits. 
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madhyaudiria-nlkA prab&fta-an-npalabdhi- 
vafc, like the non-perception of the light of a meteor at midday ; R3*gq$fzq: 
tat-an-npalabdhih, its non-perception. 

238. Some say that the ray of the eye (possesses obviousness of 
colour but it) is not perceived just as the lyht of a meteor at u.idday is 
not perceived. 

The light of a meteor though possessing obviousness of colour is not 
perceived at midday because it is then overpowered by the light of the 
sun. Similarly, some say, the ray of the eye possesses'obviousnesss of 
colour but it is not perceived during the day time on account of its being 
overpowered by the light of the sun. 

H m 3 i \ \ ii 

if na, no , rAtrau, at night, viftapi, even, anupalabdheh, 

from its non-perception. 

239. It is, we reply, not so because even in the night the ray of 
the eye is not perceived. 

Had the ray of the eye possessed obviousness of colour it would have 
been perceived during the night when it cannot be overpowered by the 
light; of the sun. As the ray of the eye is not perceived even during the 
night we must conclude that it does not possess obviousness of colour. 

n * i ^ i 8^ « 

*T*nT*W 3 *TfT<l bAhya-prak&Sa-anugrahAfc, through conjunction with, 
or co-operation of, external light; fuVh'Ws*’?: vigaya-upalabdheh, because 
perception of objects (tabes place ); an abhivyakti-ta^, from 

non-manifestation ; an-upalabdhih, non-perception. 

240. The ray of the eye is not perceived in consequence of its 
unobviousness but not on account of its total absence because breaches 
objects through the aid of external light. 

. In the eye there is ray which does not however possess an obvious 
colour. Had the eye possessed no ray it could not have perceived any 
object. Since the eye perceives objects, it possesses ray in it, and since it 
requires the aid of external light (such as the light of the sun) to perceive 
them it follows that the ray does not possess the quality of obviousness. 
This aphorism answers the objection raised in 3-1-35. 
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’snrwrerm n 3 \ \ i u 

wf*T*'5'!Kl abhivyaktftu, in case of manifestation ; cha, and ( where 
co-operation of externa! light is not required ) ; abhibhav&t, 

because it is overpowered. 

241. And the in isibility of the ray of the eye cannot be due 
to its being overpowered ( by an external light such as the li;ht of the 
sun ) because the overpowering is possible only of a thing which posses¬ 
sed obviousness. 

It is only a thing which possesses obviousness or manifestation that 
can be overpowered or obscured. But how can we throw a thing into 
obscurity which never possessed manifestation ? We cannot therefore say 
that the ray of the eye is not perceived on account of its having been 
overpowered by an external light. 

u ^ i t i w n 

5pfnaH9TTf$flaffi[ naktanrhara nayana-raSmi-darfianat, because 
the ray of the eye is seen in the case of prowlers by night , cha, and. 

242. There must be ray in the eye of man as we see it in the 
eye of animals that move about in the night. 

We see that animals wandering by night, such as cats, possess ray 
in their eyes. By this we can conjecture that there is ray in the eye of 
man. 

arcrr*r 

*tn«r apr&pya, without reaching ; STfwf grahanam, apprehension ; 

k&eha-abhra-patala-sphatika-antarita-upalab- 

dheh, because of perception of things screened by glass, mica, and 
crystal. 

213. Some say that the eye can perceive a thing even without 
coming in o tat with it by me ns of its rays jut as things screened 
from us by glass, mica, membra e or crystal are seen. 

The objection raised in this aphorism controverts the Nyaya theory 
of contact ( in pratyaksa) and seeks to prove that the senses are not 
material substances. 

u \ i \ i u 
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kudya antarita an-upulabdheh, becanae of non-per¬ 
ception of what ib screened from view by a wall; wrfa%*: &-pratipedh»b, 

non-contradiction. 

244. (The foregoing objection is not valid) because we cannot 
perceive what is screened from us by walls. 

The eye cannot really perceive a thing without coming in contact 
with it by means of its rays. For instance, a thing which is screened 
from us by a wall is not perceived by our eyes. 

Ik \ I ^ \ V* II 

a-pratigbftifU, from non-obstruction ; sanni- 

kar§a-upapattih, establishment of contact. 

245. There is a real contact because there is no actual obstruc¬ 
tion ( caused by glass, mica, membrane or crystal). 

The ray issuing from the eye can reach an external object through 
glass, mica, etc., which are transparent substances. There being no 
obstruction caused by these substances, the eye comes really in contact 
with the external object. 

II ^l$C|| 

Aditya-rasmefc, of the snn'a ray ; TO&VRr? sphatika-anta- 
re, being screened by a crystal ; api, even ; f||T d&hye, towards a 
combustible substance ; ; a-vigh&t&fc, from non-obstruotion. 

246. A ray of the sun is not prevented from reaching a com¬ 
bustible substance though the latter is screened by a crystal. 

This is an example which supports the theory of contact, viz., a ray 
issuing from the eye passes actually through a crystal to an object lying 
beyond it. 

ii 3 i x « 

W na, no ; itara-itara-dharma-prasangAt, on aooonnt 

of implication of mutual properties. 

. 247, It is, some say, not so because the character of one pre¬ 
sents itself in the other. 

The objection stands thus :— 

If a ray issuing from the eye can reach an object screened by a 
stdl, why can ;t not reach another object which is screened by a wall ? 
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According to the objector the property of the crystal presents itself in the 
wall. 

M i { i n 

*rr^*l??^rh Adaiia-udakayoh, in a mirror and in water; irai^CT!»TT«ir?f 
prasAda BvAbh&v)&t, from natural dearness or transparency ; 
rftpa-U(>alabdhi*vat. like the perception of colour or form ; tat- 

upalabdhin, its perception. 

248. In reply we say that the perception of a thing screened by 
a crystal takes place in the same manner as that of a form in a 
mirror or water owing to the possession of the character of trans¬ 
parency. 

The form of a face is reflected on a mirror because the latter 
possesses transparency. Similarly, a thing is reflected on a crystal inas¬ 
much as the latter is transparent. A wall which does not possess trans¬ 
parency can reflect nothing. It is therefore entirely due to the nature of 
the acreensAhat we can or cannot perceive things through them. 

fSiwfirenwT fmrtmrfh^ v ngqf%: u \ i \ i ^ n 

yiTgRramt drigta-auuinitAnAm, of things seen and inferred ; fwdnnRt- 
itargqihr: niyoga-prati^iedba-an-upapattih, inapplicability of injunctions 

and prohibitions, assertions and denials. 

249. It is not possible to impose injunctions and prohibitions 
on facts which are perceived or inferred to be of some fixed character. 


A crystal and a wall are found respectively to be transparent and 
non transparent. It is not possible to alter their character by saying 
" let the crystal be non-transparent" and " let the wall be transparent." 
Likewise, a ray of the eye in passing to a thing is obstructed by a wall 
but not by a crystal. This is a perceived fact which cannot be altered 
by our words. Hence the theory of contact remains intact. 





HraiTf *faro: ii ^ i \ 15^ ii 


Bfch&na-anya-tve, from occupying different places ; wmTfWTH 
nAnA-tyAt, because of diversity ; ava^ravEnAuA-athina- 



THE NYAYA-SUTRAS. 


97 


tv at, from a whole occupying different places; cha, and; ffcur: samdayah, 
doubt. 

250. Since many things occupy many places and since also one 
thing possessing different parts occupies many places, there arises doubt 
as to whether the senses are more than one. 

There is doubt as to whether there are as many senses as there 
are sensuous functions or whether all the functions belong to one sense 
possessing different parts. 

II ^ I ^ I II 

tvak, skin, touch ; spRlfafam a-vyatirekitt, from its non- 

exclusion. 

251. Some say that the senses are not many as none of them is 
independent of touch (skin). 

The eye, ear, nose and tongue are said to be mere modifications of 
touch ( skin) which pervades them, that is, there is only one sense! viz., 
touch (akin), all others owing merely its parts. 

* M I t i W « 

»T na, noijiTOf yugapat, simultaneously ; artha-an-opa* 

labdhefy, from non-perception of objects. 

252. Touch is not the only sense because objects are not 
perceived simultanebuly. 

Had there been only one sense, viz., touch, it would have in con¬ 
junction with the mind produced the functions of seeing, hearing, smell- 
ipg, tasting, etc., simultaneously. But we cannot perform different func¬ 
tions at once. This proves that the senses are many : the mind which is 
an atomic substance bouig unable to come in contact with the different 
senses at a time cannot produce different functions simultaneously. 

u \ \ \ ( nq u 

fksftrtwq viprai igedh&t, because there is obstruction ; 4 cha, and ; if 
na, not; nf tvak, touch ; hot ekft, only one. 

253. Touch cannot be'the only sense prohibiting the function 
of other senses. 

Touch can perceive only those objects which are near (contiguous) 
but it cannot perceive objects which are far off. As a fact we can por- 
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ceive colour and sound from a great distance. This is certainly not the 
function of touch but of some other sense which can reach distant objects. 

3 ^ ^ « 

indriya- artha pad^ha-tv&t, because the objects ot the 

senses are five. ■ 

254. Senses are five because there are five objects 

There are five objects, viz., colour, sound, smell ( odour ), taste 
(savour) and touch which ,re cognised respectively by the eye, ear, nose, 
tongue and skin. There are therefore five senses corresponding to the 
fiye objects. 

* It * I VI II 

St na, no , tat-artha*b*hu-tv&t, because their o'bjecta are 

many. 

255„ Some say that the senses are not five because there are 
more than five objects. 

The objects of sense are said to be many such as good smell, bad 
smell, white colour, yellow colour, bitter taste, sweet taste, pungent taste, 
warm touch, cold touch, etc. According to the objector there must be 
senses corresponding to all these objects. 

II ^ \ \ I || 

gandha-tva hdi-a-vyatirek&t, because of the non* 
exclusion of the character of smell, etc. ; gandha-ftdinint, of smell, 

etc. j a-prati?edhah, Don exclusion. 

256. There is, we reply, no objection because odour (smell), etc. 
are never devoid of the nature of odour (smell), etc. 

' m 

Good odour, bad odour, etc. are not different objects of sense but 
they all come under the genus odour. It is the nose alone that cognises 
all sorts of odour—good or bad. Similarly all colours—white, yellow, 
blue or green—are cognised by the eye. In fact there are only five 
objects whiob are cognised by the five senses, 

M. n * * 

fljWMI'Hlfafeiac vis&ya-tva-a-vyatirekit, because of the non-exolns- 
ion of the character of their being objects of sense •, eka-tvam, 
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267. Borne say that there is only one sense as the so-called 
different objects of sense are nut devoid of the character of an 
object. 

The objection raised in this aphorism is as follows: — 

The so-called different objects, viz., colour, so ud, smell (odour), 
taste (savour) and torch agree with one another in each of thetn being an 
abject of sense. As they all possess the common characteristic of being 
an object of sense it is much simpler to say that the object of sense 
is otily one-. If there is only one object of sense, the sense must also 
be one only. 

•I na, no, *11 buddhi-lakaana-adhi^th tin a- 

gati-akriti-jati-pancha-tvebhyah, because of fivefoldneas of the states of 
consciousness which the senses produce their s-ites, their movements, 
their shapes and their origins. 

258. It is, we reply, not so because the senses possess five-fold 
character corresponding to the characters of knowledge, sites, processes, 
forms and materials. 

The senses must be admitted to be five on the following grounds:— 

(a) The characters of knowledge—There are five senses correspon¬ 
ding to the five characters of knowledge, viz., visual, auditory, olfactory, 
gustatory and tactual. 

(fc) The sites—The senses are five on account of the various sites 
they occupy. The visual sense rests on the eyeball, the auditory sense 
on the ear-hole, the olfactory sense on the nose, the gustatory sense on the 
tongue while the tactual sense occupies the whole body.. 

(c) The processes—There are five senses involving five different 
processes, e. g., the visual sense apprehends a colour by approaching 
it through the (ocular) ray while-the tactual sense apprehends an object 
which iain association with the body, and so on. 

(d) The forms—The senses are of different forms,, e.g., the eye 
partakes, of the nature of a, blue ball, and the ear is, not different from, 
ether, etc. 

(e) The materials—The sensesarer made up of different materials: 
the eye is fiery the ear is. ethereal the nose is earthy, the tongue is watery 
and the akin (touch) is airy, • 
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u \ i \ i ^ « 

< bhuta*gnna-vi 6 e@a-tipalKbdhebi on account of the 

perception of the specific attributes of the elements ; tadatmyam, 

identity. 

259. The senses are essentially identical with the elements in 
consequence of the possession of their special qualities. 

The five senses, viz, the eye, ear, nose, tongue and skin ( touch ), 
are essentially identical with the five elements, viz,, fire, ether, earth, 
water and air, whose special qualities, viz., colour, sound, smell (odour), 
savour (taste) and tangibility, are exhibited by them. 

31^11 

gandha rasa-rupa-spai sa. Sabd&ti&m, of smell, taste, 
form, touch, and sound ; ^fT^ats sparsa-paryantah, those ending with 
touch ; sfawn: prithivy&h, of the earth. 

260. Of odour ( smell), savour ( taste ), colour, tangibility 
( touch ) and sound those ending with tangibility belong to earth. 

ap-tejo-v&yun&m, of water, fire and air ; pdr- 

vam purvam, each preceding one; ‘nqtgr apnhya, discarding; 

4 k 6 Sasya, of ether ; IWT: uttarah, the last. 

2P1. Rejecting each preceding one in succession they belong 
respectively to water, fire and air; the last (sound) belongs to ether. 

The earth possesses four qualities, viz., odour (smell), savour (taste), 
colour and tangibility. In water there are thre qualities, viz., savour, 
colour and tangibility; colour and tangibility are known to be the qualities 
of fire while tangibility and sound belong respectively to air and ether. 

11 ^ i \\ u 

4 lift, no ; Barva-guna-an-upalabdbeh, an acoount of 

the non-perception of all the attributes. 

2f2. An objector says that it is not so because an element is 
not apparently found to possess more than one quality. 

The tubstance of the objection is that the earth does not possess 
four quaint but only one quality, we„ odour (smell) which is apprehended 
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by the nose. Water does not possess three qualities but possesses only 
one quality, viz,, savour ( taste ) which is apprehended by the tongue. 
Similarly the other elements do, each of them, possess only one Quality. 

ii ^ i ^ i it 

eka-eka-Ayena, one to one ; nttara-uttara- 

gtnja-aadbh&v&t, because of the existence of the attributes in each succeed¬ 
ing one; frrn r cm uttar&nam, in the succeeding ones ; tat-an- 

upa-labdhih, non-perception thereof. 

263. The objector further says that the qualities belong to the 
elements, one to one, in their respective order so that there is non-per¬ 
ception of other qualities in them. 

The substance of the objection is this :— 

Odour (smell) is the only quality of the earth. Consequently the 
other three qualities, viz., savour (taste), colour and tangibility, alleged to 
belong to the earth, are not found in it. Savour (taste) is the only quality 
of water, hence the other two qualities, viz., colour and tangibility alleged 
to belong to water, are not found in it. Colour is the only quality of fire, 
and hence the other quality, viz., tangibility alleged to belong to fire, is 
not found in it. Tangibility is of course the quality of air and sound 
of ether. 

fas' 

fire* vigtam, covered, interpenetrated ; % hi, for ; aparam, one ; 

aparena, by another. 

26Ji. Of the elements one is, according to the objecto oaen 
interpenetrated by others. 

The objection is explained as follows: 

The earth is oaen interpenetrated by water, fire and air and is 
consequently found to possess savour (taste), colour and tangibility besides 

odour (smell). Similar is the case with water, etc. 

» 

* qimciicqqt: n 

na, no ; p&rthiva-flpyayoh, of the earthy and the watery, 

of the terrene and aqueoas j pratyak?a-tvAt, because of being 

perceptible. 
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265. It is, we reply, not so because there is visual perception of 
the earthy and t e watery. 

The Naiyayikas meet the foregoing objections by saying that the 
earth really possesses four qualities, water three, fire two, air one, 
and ether one. Haid the earth possessed only odour ( smell ) and the 
water only savour (taste) then it would have been impossible for us 
to see the earthy and watery things. We are competent to see only 
those things which possess colour, and if the earth and water had 
not possessed colour how could we have seen them P Since we can 
6ee the earthy and the watery it follows that they possess colour. If you 
say that earth and water are visible because they are mixed with 
the fiery things which possess colour, why then the air and ether are 
also not visible ? There is no rule that it is only the earth and Water 
that can be mixed with fiery things but that the air and ether cannot be 
so mixed. Proceeding in this way we find that the earth, etc. do not 
each possess only one quality. 

purva piirv&-gun&-utkarg&t, owing to the predominance 
of each preceding attribute ; avtfSf-jutf tat-tat-pradh&naia, each is predomU 

nant attribute of each corresponding element. 

266. Owing to the predominance of one quality in an element, 
a sense is characterised by the quality which pie-dominates in its corres¬ 
ponding element. 

The noee is characterised by odour (smell) which predominates in 
its corresponding element the earth ; the tongue is characterised by 
savour (taste) which predominates in ifcs corresponding element the watery 
the eye is characterised by colour which predominates in its corrrespond- 
ing element the fire ; the skin (touch) is characterised by tangibility 
which abides in its corresponding element the air while the ear is 
characterised by sound which is the special quality of its corresponding 
eUiuent the ether. 

ci^ssnsr^T^ ii \ i \ i n 

tat* vjavasth&nam, distribution thereof ; g to, however ; 
bhftyftBtv&t, according to their fitness. 

267. A sense as distinguished from its corresponding element is 
determined by its fineness. 
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A sense (eg., the nose) which is the fine part of an element (e.g., the 
earth) is able to perceive a special object (e.g , odour; owing to the 
act-force (aarnahdra, karmaj of the person possessing the sense. A sense 
cannot perceive more than one object because it possesses the predo¬ 
minant quality of an element, e.g., the nose possesses only odour which is 
the predominant quality of the earth, the tongue the savour of water, the 
eye the colour of fire, and so on. 

n ^ i \ i m 

srrjramt Bagug&nfim, of those attended with attributes ; {ftgronng 

indriya-bhavat, being themselves the senses. 

268. A sense is really called as such when it is attended by 
its quality 

Some mav say why a sense ( the nose for instance ) cannot perceive 
its own quality (odour). The reply is that a sense consists of an element 
endowed with its quality. It is only when a sense is attended by the quality 
that it can see an object. Now in perceiving an object the sense is 
attended by the quality but in perceiving its own quality it is not so at¬ 
tended Consequently a sense cannot perceive its own quality. 

rTOTifiTf u \ i * i ** ii 

3* tena, by that ; ova, alone ; aw fcasya, its ; a-grahBijftt, 

on aocoaut of non-apprehension ; w cha, and. 

269. Moreover an object is never perceived by itself. 

An eye can see an external object but it cannot see itself. On the 
same principle a sense cannot perceive its own quality. 

?! n ^ i X i ^ « 

W na, no ; fiabda-guga-upalabdheh, because of perception 

of the attribute of sound. 

270. It is, some say, not so because the quality of sound is 
perceived by the ear. 

Ihe objection stands thus:— 

It is not true that a sense cannot perceive its own quality. The ear, 
for instance, can perceive sound which is its own quality. 

II 3* I \ I <•* II 
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tlgiufta: tat-upalabdhih, its perception ; itara- 

itara-dravya-guna- vaidharmyat, from difference from the attribute of 
every other substance. 

271. The perception of sound furnishes a contrast to that of 
other qualities and their corresponding substrata. 

The nose, tongue, eye and skin can respectively smell earth, taste 
water, see colour and touch air only when they are attended by their 
own qualities, viz, odour (smell), savour (taste), colour and tangibility. 
But an ear when it hears sound is not attended by any quality. In fact 
the ear is identical with the ether and hears sound by itself. By indirect 
inference we can prove that sound is the special quality of the ether : 
odour is the predominant quality of the earth, savour of water, colour of 
the eye, and tangibility of the skin (touch): sound must therefore be the 
quality of the remaining element, viz., the ether, 



THE NYlYA-SGTRAtf; 


105 


BOOK m, CHAPTER D. ' 

^hcre: II ^ I ^ I ^ II 

karma-AkASa-BAdharmyAt, owing to its resemblance to 
action and other ; tffW: sarafiayah, doubt. 

272. Since the intellect resembles both action and ether there is 
doubt as to whether it is transitory or permanent. 

Inasmuch as the intellect bears likeness to both action and ether 
in respect of intangibility, there arises the question whether it is transi¬ 
tory likfc an action or permanent like the ether. We find in the intellect 
the function of origination and decay which marks transitory things as 
well as the function of recognition which marks permanent things. " I 
Jcnew the tree," " I know it " and " ! shall know it "—these are expres¬ 
sions which involving the ideas of origination and decay indicate our 
knowledge to be transitory. " I who knew the tree yesterday am knowing 
it again today "—this is an expression which involving the idea of 
continuity indicates our knowledge to be permanent. Hence there is 
doubt as to whether the intellect which exhibits both kinds of knowledge 
is really transitory or permanent. 

u * i ^ i ^ u 

vifaya-pratyabhijnAuAb, because of recognition of 

pbjecta. 

273. Some say that the intellect is permanent because there is 
recognition of objects. 

The Samkhyas maintain the permanency of the intellect on the ground 
of its capacity for the recognition of objects. A thing which was known 
before is known again now—this sort of knowledge is called recognition. 
It is possible only if knowledge which existed in the past continues also 
at the present, that is, if knowledge is persistent or permanent. Recogni¬ 
tion would have been impossible if knowledge had been transitory. Hence 
the Sainkhyas conclude that the intellect which recognises objects is 
permanent. 

II ^ | ^ | \ II 

sadhya-sama-tvat,because the proof is the same as the 
thing to be proved ; a-hetuh, no mark. 

14 
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274. Tvhe foregoing reason is not, -we say, vailid inasmuch as it 
requires proof like the very subject in dispute.. 

Whether the intellect is permanent or not—this is the subject 
in dispute. The Sarakhyas affirm that it is permanent and the reason 
adduced by them is that it can recognise objects. The Naiyayikas dispute 
not only the conclusion of the Samkhyas but also their reason. They 
say that the intellect doe not recognise objects but it is the soul that does 
so. Knowledge cannot be attributed to. an unconscious instrument, the 
intellect, but it must be admitted to be a quality of a conscious agent, 
the soul. If knowledge is not a quality of the soul, what else can he its 
quality.? Bow is-the soul to be defined ? There is therefore no proof as 
to the validity of the reason, viz., that the intellect recognises objects. 

II $ I ^ I SMI 

1 na, no ; 31^5 yugapat, simultaneously;«nTf*iq a-grahaijit, beoanse 

of non-perception, 

275. Knowledge is neither a mode of the permanent intellect 
nor identical with it because various sorts of knowledge do not occur 
Simultaneously, 

The Samkhyas affirm that knowledge is a mode of the permanent 
intellect from which it is not different. Knowledge, according to them, 
is nothing but the permanent intellect modified in the shape of an object 
which is reflected on it through the senses. The Naiyayikas oppose this 
view by saying that if knowledge as a mode of the permanent intellect is 
not different from it, then we must admit various sorts of knowledge to be 
permanent. But as a fact various sorts of knowledge are not perma¬ 
nent, that is,we cannot receive various sorts of knowledge simultaneously. 
Hence knowledge is not identical with the permanent intellect. 

^ fawcrsTOg: u 3 \ ^ 1 mi 

wsrwfifijrrsl a-prstyabhijn&ne, during non-recognition; « oha, and ; 
vii.ASa-prasangab, implication of destruction. 

276. And in the cessation of recognition there arises the conting¬ 
ency of cessation of the intellect. 

If knowledge as a mode of the intellect is not different from it, then 
the cessation of recognition which is a kind of knowledge should be 
followed by the cessation of the intellect, This will upset the conclusion 
Of the Samkhyas that the.intellect ia permanent. Hence knowledge is not 
identical with the intellect. • 
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krama vpitti-tvAt, owing to its- operation being strocesa’- 
iye ; atgrrac a-yagapat, non-aimoltaneona ; Rf«gi$ grahanara, reception, 

apprehension. 


277. The reception of different sorts of knowledge is non- 
simultaneous owing, according to us, to our mind coming in contact 
with different senses in succession. 


The Naiyayikas say that if knowledgeas a mode of the: permanent 
intellect had been identical with it,.then there would have been neither a 
variety of knowledge nor origination and 1 cessation of it. The different 
sorts of knowledge do not occur simultaneously because they are produced, 
according to the Naiyayikas, by the mind which is atomic in dimension 
coming in contact with the senses in due succession 

a-pratyaMiijnAnam, non*recognition; ^ cha, and; 
vi^a.ya-antarft-vyfUan^At, due fco occupation with another object. 

278. The recognition (or knowledge ) of an object cannot take 
place when the mind is drawn away by another object. 

We cannot hear a sound by our ear when the mind conjoined with 
the eye is drawn away by a colour. This shows that knowledge ia 
different from the intellect, and that the mind which is at irnic in dimen- 
gion serves aa an instrument for the production of knowledge. 


h Jicwismi m i ^ i c u 

na, no ; gati-abhavat, because of absence of motion. 

279; The intellect cannot be conjoined with the senses in 
succession because there is no motion in it, 

The mind which, according to tbeNiaiyayikas-, rs atomic in-dimension ■ 
can move from one sense-organ to- another in succession- to produce- 
different kinds of knowledge; This is impossible in- the case of the- 
intellect which, according to the Samkhyas, i n o t only permanent but- 
also all-pervading and as each camiot change its place, that is, does not- 
possess the tendency to be conjoined with the different sense-organs ra : 
succession. In fact there is only one internal sense called the mind, the. 
other two so-called internal senses—intellect ( Buddhi ) and seli-concfeif 
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(AhamkAra)—being superfluous. It is not all-pervading, and knowledge 
is not its mode. Knowledge classified as visual, olfactory, etc. is of 
different kinds which belong to the soul. 

^Kll 

AlftiUM43 ephatika-ftnyatva-abhimAna-vat, like conceit that 
a crystal ia other than what it is ;.tat-anya-tva-abhimAnal^, 

the conceit of its being other than what it is. 

280. A conceit of difference is said to arise in the intellect in 
the same way as the appearance of difference in a crystal. 

As a single crystal appears to assume the different colours of different 
objects which are reflected on it, so the intellect though one appears, 
according to the Samkhya, to be modified into different sorts of knowledge 
under the influence of different objects reflected on, it through the senses. 

tphatike, in the case of a crystal j wfa api, even ; 
apara-apara-ntpatteh, of diverse manifestations one after another ; 
fsrnj ksanika-tvAt, being momentary ; vyaktin&m, of the indivi¬ 

dual maifestations ; a-hetu^i, no mark. 

281. It is said to be absurd even in the case of a crystal being 
replaced by newer and newer ones which grow up owing to all indivi¬ 
duals being momentary. 


The Sarakhya says that as a crystal seems to be modified by the 
colours which are reflected on it, so the intellect seems to be modified by 
the objects which are reflected on it through the senses. In reality there 
is, according to the Samkhya, neither any modification of the crystal 
nor that of the intellect. This theory has in the preceding aphorism 
been controverted by the Naiyayikas and is in the present aphorism 
opposed by the Buddhists. According to the latter all things, including 
even our body, are momentary. A thing which exists at the present 
moment grows up into another thing at the next moment so that there 
ia no wonder that in the course of moments there should grow up crystals 
of .different colours or intellects of different modes. Hence the conclusion 
of the Samkhyas that a crystal remains unaltered is, according to the 
Buddhists, untenable. 
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faititW*fNt<t niyacna-hetu-abh&v&t, owing to the absence of any* 
reason for the rale ( of growth and decay ) • yatli daiianam, 

exactly ae Been ; wunjSJT abhyanujflft, assent. 

282. Owing to the absence of any absolute rule We shall give 
our assent according to the nature of each occurrence. 

It is nob true that in every case there are at each moment newer 
growths. Our body no doubt undergoes increase and decre'a$»e but a 
piece of stone or a crystal does not, so that the doctrine of growth applies 
to the first case but not to the second. Hence there is no general rule 
that a thing at the lapse of a moment should be replaced by another'tiling ; 
which grows up in its place 

m i ^ i ^ « 

na, no j ¥: ntpatti-vinuSa-k&r&na-upalabdheh, 

because of the perception of the cause of production and destructipn. 

283. There is no absence of link as we perceive the cause of 

growth and decay. •' 

The growth of a thing is the increase of its parts while the decay 
is the decrease of them An ant-hill gradually increases in dimension 
before it attains its full growth while a pot decreases in dimension before 
it reaches its final decay. We never find an instance in which a thing 
decays without leaving any connecting link for another thing which 
grows in its place. Ttere is in fact no linkless growth or linkless decay. 

u 3 • ^ • 13 * 

afftrFVsTTjjt k^tra-yinAse, in the case of the destruction of milk ; 

kSrana-annpalabdhi-vat, like the non-perception of the cause 
dadhi-utpatti vat, like the production of curd ; ^ cha, and 
tat-utpattilj, its production. 

28. The growth of newer crystals in the place of an old one is 
comparable, according to some, to the growth of curd in the place of 
milk the cause of whose decay is not perceived. 

The Buddhist says that there are things which grow and decay 
without the gradual increase and decrease of their parts. Of such things 
we do not find the cause of the first growth ( origination ) and the last 
decay (cessation), that is, there is no link between, the thing which ceases' 
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and another thing which grows in its palce. The milk, for instance, 
ceases without leaving any connecting link for the curd which grows in 
its place. Similarly new crystals grow to take the place of an old one 
which decays without leaving any mark. The crystal which exists at 
the present moment is not the same one that existed at the previous, 
moment. There is no connection whatsoever between them. 

n \ i ^ ^ n 

HA* atah, from the mark , grahsn&t, from perception ; * 

ns, not ; an-opalabdliiE, non-perception. 

285. Ihere is no non-perception of the cause of final decay as 
it is cognisable by its mark. 

The Naiyayikas say that it is not true that we do not perceive the 
final decay of the milk which is the cause of the first growth of the curd. 
The mark attending the final decay of milk (that is, the disappearance 
of sweet flavour ) is the cause of the destruction of the milk, and that 
attending the first growth of curd (that is, the appearance of acid flavour) 
is the cause of its production. So through the mark we really perceive 
the cause of decay of milk and growth of curd. But there is no such 
mark perceptible in the case of a crystal which at the lapse of a moment 
is said to be replaced by another crystal of a different character. 

q^r: qmrw m i ^ » 

sf na, not ; VNBt payasah, of milk ; parin&ma- 

guna-antara-pradurbh'av'at, owing to the appearance or evolution of a 
different attribute or quality in virtue of transformation. 

286. There is, it is alleged, no destruction of the milk but only 
a change of its quality. 

The Samkhya says that the milk as a substance is not destroy¬ 
ed to produce another substance called curd. In reality a quality of 
the milk, viz , sweet flavour, is changed into another quality, riz., acid 
flavour. 

M I ^ t ^ » 

vyfilia-antar&t, from one set ( of causes ) ; ffiTmrOwftwiif 
dravya-antara-utpatti-dorsanam, observation of the production of another 
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Substance ; pfirva-dravya-nivritteh, of the cessation of the 

previous substance ; a n u m i n a i n , inference. 

287. Seeing that a thing grows from another thing whose parts 

are disjoined, we infer that the latter thing is destroyed. • 

Seeing that a thing grows after the component parts of another 
thing have been disjoined, we infer that the latter thing fb,s really been 
destroyed The curd, for instance, is not produced until the component 
parts of the milk have been destroyed. This shows that the growth of 
curd follows the decay of milk. 

M i ^ i V» u 

kvachit, in some cases ; fil«Tffr?TWIHJTO*$: vin^Sa-kira^a-an- 
npalabdbeb, from the non-perception of the cause of destruction ; vfaf 
leva chit, in some cases ; n cha, and ; aqss*\r» upalabdheh, from perception; 
an-eka-antah, not-one-ended, uncertain. 

288. There will be an uncertainty of conclusion on the assum¬ 
ption that the cause of destruction is perceived in some cases and not 
perceived in others. 


In the case of ajar being produced out of a piece of clay yon say 
you perceive the cause of destruction of the clay and production of the 
jar, but in the case of the curd growing out of milk you say that you do 
not perceive the cause of destruction of the milk and production of the curd. 
This sort of perception in certain cases and non-perception in others will 
lead to an uncertainty of conclusion. As a fact in every case there is 
perception of the cause of destruction. Milk, for instance is destroyed 
when there is the contact of an acid substance. 
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* ns, not; indriy a-arthayoh, of the sense and of theobjeot; 

(Trgsttf tat-vin&6e, on their destruction ; «rfo api, also ; 99ts(T'l9?T'Hq jfi4na- 

avatfthanat, from the continuance of qpgnition. 


289. Knowledge belongs neither to the sense nor to the object 
because it continues even on the destruction thereof. 


■ „. . If knowledge had been a quality of the sense, it could not continue 
after the aeuse had been destroyed. But knowledge in the form of memory 
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is fonod actually to abide even after the sense has perished. Hence the 
sense is not the abode of knowledge. Similarly it may be proved that 
knowledge, does not abide in the object. 

ii ^ i ^ \ ii 

$pn?S yugapat, simultaneously ; VWS'TCt't; jfieya-an-upalabdheh, from 
the non-perception of the knowables ; ^ cha, and ; «t na, not ; JT99IJ mana- 
s*ht °f the mind. 

290. It does not also belong to the mind the existence of which 
is inferred from the knowables not being perceived simultaneously. 

As two or more things cannot be known (perceived) simultaneously, 
it is to be concluded that the mind which is an instrument of our know¬ 
ledge is atomic in dimension. If we supposed this mind to be the abode 
of knowledge we could not call it an instrument in the acquisition of the 
same ; and knowledge as a quality of an atom would in that case be¬ 
come imperceptible. Anatomic mind as the abode of our knowledge 
would stand moreover in the way of a yogi perceiving many things simul¬ 
taneously through many sensuous bodies formed by his magical power. 

. M I ^ I II 

tat, it, the objection ; sn?*T 3 JMiiti-guna-tve, were (cognition) 

an attribute of the soul ; «fq api, also ; 55^ tulyam, the same. 

' 291. Even if knowledge were a quality of the soul it would, says 

some one, give rise to similar absurdities.. 

The objection stands thus:—If the soul which is all-pervading 
were the abode of knowledge, there would be the simultaneous perceptions 
of many things in virtue of different sense-organs coming in contact with 
the soul simultaneously. But two or more things are never perceived 
simultaneously : the soul cannot therefore be the abode of knowledge, 
that is, knowledge cannot be a quality of the soul. 

{fcfd: indriy&ih, with the senses; *TTO: manasah, of the mind ; 
sannikarga-abh&v&fc, owing to absence of contact or connec¬ 
tion ; 93399 %; tat-an-ntpattih, nob-production of ftimdltauBOUs cognitions. 

292. There is; weireply, non-production of sftntittemeons cogtritfons 
on account of the absence of contact'of. the mind with many sense- 
tirgane at a time,. 
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The Naiyayikas say that the soul cannot perceive an object unless 
the latter comes in contact with a senfre which is conjoined with the 
mind. Though many objects can come in proximity with their corres¬ 
ponding senses -airaultaneously, the mind which Is atomic in dimension 
can come in conjunction with only one sense at a time. Hence two or 
mure things are not perceived simultaneously although the soul which 
perceives them is all-pervading. 

II na, no ; utpatti-k&raiia-aii'apadeS&t, owing to 

non-predication of cause of production. 

293 This is held by some to be untenable as there is no ground 
for the production of knowledge. 

The objection stands thus:—It has been argued by the Naiyayikas 
that there is absence of production of simultaneous cognitions on account 
of the lack of contact of the senses with the mind. An opponent takes 
exception to the word " production " and says that knowledge cannot be 
said to be produced if it is regarded as a quality of the soul which is 
eternal. 

vin&iak-fh&na-an-apalabdheh, owing to non-per¬ 
ception of the cause of destruction ; cha, and , avastliane, 

in the case of the existence (of cognition in the soul ) ■, fffireRWtfif: 

tat-nitya-tva-prasafigah, implication of its eternality. 

294. If knowledge is supposed to abide in the soul there is the 
contingency of its being eternal as there is perceived no cause of its 
destiuctioa. 

Knowledge can never be destroyed if it is supposed to be a quality 
of the soul, A quality may be destroyed in two ways—(1) either by the 
destruction of its abode, or (2) by the production of an opposite quality in 
its place. In the case of knowledge neither of these is possible as the 
BOU! which is its abode is eternal and as we find no opposite quality taking 
its place. Hence it follows that if knowledge is a quality of the soul it is 
eternal. But as knowledge is not eternal it is not a quality of the soul. 

wfsiWUWPH a-n ity ft-tva-grahkt, from the observation of non- 

15 
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erernalitj; f* buddheh, of cognition ; bufldbi-antarftt, from 

another cognition ; vinasah, destruction,; ^nyf^ de-vat, as in 

the case of sound. 

295. Cognitions 'being found to be non-eternal there is, we reply, 
destruction of one cognition by another like that of a sound 

We realize that cognition (knowledge) is not eternal when we 
observe-that at one time there arises in us a certain kind of cognition 
(knowledge) and at the next time that cognition ( knowledge )-vanishes 
giving rise to another kind of cognition (knowledge). It has" been asked 
how cognitions undergo destruction. Our reply is that one cognition 
vanishes as soon as it is replaced by another cognition which is opposed 
to it just as a sound wave is destroyed by another sound-wave which takes 
its place. 

ii ^ ^ i ^ n 

WftMflSl!Hfifl^BWfita^^l'ade6a-sannikarf&t, 
from contact with a certain part of the soul in which cognition (in the 
form of impression) inheres; JPIff: manasahofthem i n d r i t i - 

utpatteh, Because of the production of recollection; »r na, Lot ; mn( 
yugapat, simultaneous ; utpattih,production. 

296. Since recollection (memory) is produced, according to some, 
by the conjunction of the mind with a certain part ©f the soul in which 
knowledge (impression) inheres, there is no simultaneous production of 
many recollections. 

If know ledge bo a quality of the soul there is the possibility of many 
recollections being produced simultaneously inasmuch as the many 
impressions .deposited in our soul by our past perceptions are liable at once 
to be revived and developed into recollections by the mind whose contact 
with the soul always remains constant. Some say that there is -no such 
possibility of simultaneousness because recollections are produced, accor¬ 
ding to them, by the mind coming in contact wrth particular parts of the 
soul in which particular impressions inhere. As the mind cannot come in 
contact with all parts of the soul simultaneously? the many impressions 
deposited in different parts of the soul are not revived and developed into 
recollections at once. 

M i ^ i. 
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f na, not; antah-sarira-vritti-tvat because it has 

its operation within the body ; manasah, of the mind. 

297. This is, we reply, not so because it is within the body that 
the mind has its. function,. 

It has been said in the-preceding aphorism that recollections are 
produced by the mind coining in due order in conjunction with particular 
parts of the soul in which impressions inhere. This is, according to the 
Naiyayikas, untenable because the mind cannot come in conjunction with 
the soul except in the body, and if the conjunction takes place in the body 
then there remains the possibility of simultaneous recollections. 

it • v • 

sRfbfSWl'at, because it is. the thing to be established ; 

a-hetuh, not a mark. 

298. This is, some say, no reason because it requires to be 
proved. 

The Naiyayikas say that the mind comes in conjunction with the 
soul only within the limit of the body. Some oppose this by saying that 
until they receive sufficient proof they cannot admit that the conjunc¬ 
tion takes place only in the body. 

CTI3: smaratah, of the person recoHecting ; tfAfVWltavAi Sarira- 
dharana-upapatteh, because of the fact of his sustaining the body ; 
a-pratisedbah, non-contradiction. 

299. It is, we reply, not unreasonable because a person is found 
to sustain his body even while he performs an act of recollection. 

If we suppose that a recollection is produced by the mind coming in 
conjunction with a particular part of the soul outside the body, we cannot 
account for the body being sustained during the time when the recollec¬ 
tion is performed. The body in order that it may be sustained requires 
an effort which is supplied by the mind coming in conjunction with the 
soul. Now the effort which arises from the conjunction is of two kinds, 
viz., (1) the effort for sustaining, and (2) that for impelling (setting in 
motion). The body will be devoid of the first kind of effort if we suppose 
the mind to wander away from it for conjunction with the soul. 
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srpa, no; w tat, thia ; frrg q f fai ffll 46u-gati-tvat, owing to swiftness; 
trail: manasah, of the mind 

300. This is, some say, not so because the mind moves 
' swiftly. 

Some meet the objection raised in the preceding aphorism by saying 
that the mind while producing a recollection by its conjunction with the 
soul outside the body can, on account of its swift motion, come back at 
once to the body to produce the effort required for the sustenance of the 
same.' 

^ 11 n 

«T na, no; wrawrarfirtCTra smarana-kala-aniyamat, as there is no rule 
as to the time of recollection. 

301. It is, we reply, not so because there is no fixed rule as to 
the duration of recollection. 

The Naiyayikas oppos\e the view expressed in the foregoing aphorism 
on the ground that the mind, if it is to be conjoined with the soul outside 
the body, may take a pretty long time to produce a recollection there, 
so that it may not come back to the body with sufficient quickness to 
produce the effort required for the sustenance of it. 

a^n^rawgsSTSTitf^ichchha jna-ta-bhih, in virtue 

of a direetion of the soul, spontaneity or chance, and the characteristic 
of its being the knower; * cha, and; * na, no; aamyoga- 

visesah, particular conjunction. 

302. There is no peculiar conjunction of the soul with the mind 
either in virtue of the former sending the latter in search of what it 
wishes to recollect or through the latter being congiiizant of what is to 
be recollected or through arbitrariness. 

If we suppose the soul to send the mind to recollect a particular 
thing we encounter the absurdity of admitting that the soul already 
possesses the memory of what it is going to recollect. If on the other 
hand we suppose the mind to move out of its own accord for a particular 
recollection, we shall have to assume that the mind is the knower but in 
reality it is not so. We cannot even hold that the mind comes in 
conjunction with the soul arbitrarily for in that case there will remain 
no order then as to the occurrence of the objects of recoiledtion, 
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5ITTTOW*: W|8HQI^^.| 

MfftffifnVl vyasakta-manasah, of a man whose mind is absorbed in 
something else; pada-vyathanena, by the hurting of his foot; 

somyoga-visesena, with the particular conjunction; WIMi( 
samanam, similar. 

303. This is, some say, parallel to the particular conjunction 
which occurs in a man who while rapt in mind hurts his foot. 

If a man while looking eagerly at dancing hurts his foot with a 
thorn, he feels pain because his mind comes instantly in conjunction 
with his soul at the foot which has been hurt. Similarly the peculiar 
conjunction referred to in the foregoing aphorism takes place, according 
to some, through the mind being cognizant of what is to be recollected. 


JTTWRI ft ll ^1 ^ ^ 

pr anidh an a -linga-adi-j nan an am, of concentration 
and cognition of the marks, etc ; bhavat, owing to 

non-simultaneousness ; a-yugapat, non-simultaneous ; WTof 

smaranam, recollection. 


304. Recollections are not simultaneous owing, to the non- 
simultaneousness of the eliorts of attention, operations of stimuli, 
etc. 

A recollection is produced by the mind coming in conjunction with 
the soul in which impressions inhere. The production of recollection 
also presupposes efforts of attention, operations of stimuli, etc. As these 
do not occur simultaneously there is no simultuneousness of recollections. 

U ^ \ ^ \ ^ H 

Sfff jnasya, of the knower ; ichchha-dvesa-nimitta- 

tvat, because of their being caused by desire and aversion ; 
arambha-nivrittyoh, of action arid inaction. 


305. Desire and aversion belong to the soul inasmuch as 
they are the causes of its doing an act or forbearing from doing 
the same. 

The Satnkhyas say that knowledge is a quality of the soul (Purusa) 
while desire, aversion; volition, pleasure and pain are the qualities of 
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the internal sense (the mind). This is, according to the Naiyayikas, 
unreasonable because a person does an act or forbear from doing it on 
account of a certain desire for or aversion against the same The desire 
and aversion again are caused by the knowledge of pleasure and pain' 
respectively. Hence it is established that knowledge, desire, aversion, 
volition, pleasure and pain have all of them a single abode, that is, 
they are the qualities of a single substance called the soul. 

af^5$carTT^jrf*r^T: n^i 

tat-linga-tvat, because they are their marks ; 
ichchhA dvesiyoh, of desire and aversion; parthiva-adyesu, 

in respect of the terrene, etc ; a-pratisedhahnon-obstruction. 

306. It cannot, some say, he denied that desire and aversion 
belong to the body inasmuch as they are indicated by activity and 
forbearance from activity. 

The Charvakas say that activity and forbearance from activity are 
the marks respectively of desire and aversion which again are the effects 
of knowledge. Now the body which is made of earth, etc. is the abode 
(field) of activity and forbearance from activity. Hence it is also the 
abode of knowledge, desire, aversion, etc, 

n 3 i ^ i ^ n 

parasu-adisu, in the axe, etc; arambha- 

nivritti-darsanat, from the observation of action and inaction. 

307. This is, we reply, unreasonable because activity and for¬ 
bearance from activity are found in the axes and the like. 

Just as an axe, which is found sometimes to split a tree and at 
other times not to split it, is not a receptacle of knowledge, desire and 
aversion, so the body which is made of enrtli, etc. is not an abode of 
knowledge, etc., though we may find activity and forbearance from 
activity in it. 

ffymnpnwV g n ^ \ ^ i ** u 

niyarna-aniyamau, regularity aud irregularity ; 5 tu, 
but ; tat-viaesakau,theirdistinguishingmarks. 

303. The regularity and irregularity of possession demarcate 
the soul and matter. 
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A material thing is by nature inactive but becomes endowed with 
activity when it is moved by a conscious agent. There is no such irregu¬ 
larity or uncertainty as to the possession of activity, etc. by the soul. 
Knowledge, desire, aversion, etc. abide in the soul through an intimate 
connection, while these belong to matter through a mediate connection. 
We cannot account for the function of recognition, etc, if we assume 
knowledge to abide in the material atoms a conglomeration of which 
forms the body. Those who suppose the body to be the seat of know¬ 
ledge cannot admit the efficacy of deserts and can offer no consolation 
to sufferers, 

* sr*: n^en 

qfr l lEiyqtq yathokta-hetu-tvat, for the reasons already given; 
qriawm; paratantryat, from subserviency; arpmwmwm a-krita-abhya- 
gamat, from usurpation of the unearned ; * cha, and; a ua, not; <hkt: 
manasah, of the mind. 

309. The mind is not the seat of knowledge on account of 
reasons already given, on account of its being subject to an agent and 
owing to its incapacity to reap the fruits of another's deeds. 

The mind cannot be the seat of knowledge because it has already 
been shown in aphorism I. I. 10 that desire, aversion, volition, pleasure 
and pain are the marks of the soul. Had the mind been the abode of 
knowledge it could have come in contact with the objects of sense inde¬ 
pendent of any agent. Since it cannot do so it is to be admitted to be a 
material thing serving the purpose of an instrument in the acquisition 
of knowledge. If you say that the mind itse-lf is the agent you will faave 
to admit that it is not an atom but possessed of magnitude like the soul so 
that it can apprehend knowledge, etc. which are its qualities. In order 
to avoid the simultaneousness of many perceptions it will further be 
necessary to assume an internal sense of an atomic dimension like the 
.mind as we understand it. These assumptions will lead you to accept in 
some shape the tenets of the Naiyayikas. On the supposition of the mind 
(or body) being the seat of knowledge and consequently of merits and 
demerits, it will be possible for work done by a person not to produce 
its effects on him after death and it may even necessitate a person to 
suffer for work not done by him. Hence the mind is not the seat of 
knowledge, desire, aversion, volition, pleasure and pain. 

ii \ i ^ i a 
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pariaesat, by exhaustion; rfiVTV'PftT: yatha ukta-hetu upa- 
patteh, from the operation of the reasons already given ; cha, and. 

310. Knowledge, etc. must be admitted to be qualities of the 
soul by the principle of exclusion and on accoant of arguments already 
adduced. 

* 

Knowledge is a quality which inheres in a substance That sub¬ 
stance is neither the body nor the sense nor the mind. It must therefore 
be the soul. The body cannot be the abode of knowledge because it is a 
material substance like a pot, cloth, etc. Knowledge cannot belong to the 
sense as the latter is an instrument like an axe. Had the sense been the 
abode of knowledge there could not be any recollection of things which 
were experienced by the sense before it was destroyed. If knowledge 
were a quality of the mind many perceptions could be simultaneous. 
But this is impossible. Hence the abode of knowledge is not the mind, 
but it is the soul which is permanent so that it can perceive a thing now 
as well as remember one perceived in the past. 

m i ^ 1 9 ° n n 

smarnam, recollection; J tu, but; srfttras atmanah, of the 
soul; $**l*n*^T^ jna-svabhavyat, because its nature is to be the knower. 

311. Memory belongs to the soul which possesses the character 
of a knower.—43. 

The soul is competent to recollect a thing because it possesses the 
knowledge of the past, present and future. 

M I ^ I 9^ II 



pranid liAna- 

nibandha-abhyasalinga-laksana-sadrisyaparigraha-asraya-asrita-samban- 
dha-Anantarya-viyoga-eka-karya-virodha-atisaya-prapti-vyavadhAna-sukha- 
dahkha ichchha-dvesa-bhaya-arthitva-kriya-raga-dharma-adharma-nimit- 
tebhyah, from the causes of concentration, context, repetition, mark, cha¬ 
racteristic, similarity, relationship, container, contained, connection, 
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immediacy, separation, co-efficient, opposition, excess, acquisition, dis¬ 
tance, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, fear, entreaty, action, passion, 
merit and demerit. 

312. Memory is awakened by such causes as attention, con¬ 
text, exercise, signs, marks, likeness, possession, relation of re¬ 
fuge and refugee, immediate subsejuency, separation, similar em¬ 
ployment, opposition, exdess, receipt, intervention, pleasure and 
pain, desire and aversion, fear, entreaty, action, affection and merit 
and demerit. 

Attention —enables us to fix the mind on one object by checking it 
from wandering away to any other object. 

Context —is the connection of subjects such as proof, that which 
is to be proved, etc. 

Exercise —is the constant repetition which confirms an impression. 

Signs —may be (1) connected, (2) inseparable (intimate), (3) correla¬ 
ted or (4) opposite, e g. smoke is a sign of fire with which it is 
connected; horn is a aigu of a cow from which it is inseparable 
an arm is a sign of a leg with which it is correlated; and the 
non-existent is a sign of the existent by the relation of opposi¬ 
tion. 

Mark —a mark oh the body of a horse awakens the memory of the 
stable in which it was kept. 

Likeness —as the image of Devadatta drawa on a board reminds us 
of the real person. 

Possession —such as a property awakens the memory of the owner 
and vice versa. 

R fuge and refugee —such as a king and his attendants. 

Immediate subsequency —as sprhrkling the rice and pounding it in a 
wooden mortar. 

Separation —as of husband and wife. 

Similar employment —as of fellow-disciples. 

Opposition —as between a snake and ichneumon. 

Excess —awakening the memory of that which exceeded. 

Receipt —reminding us of one from whom something has been or 
will be received. 

Intervention —such as a sheath reminding us of the sword, 
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Pleasure and pain —reminding us of that which caused them- 

Desire and aversion —reminding us of one whom we liked or hated. 

fear —reminding us of that which caused it, e. g , death. 

Entreaty —reminding us of that which was wanted or prayed 
for. 

Action —such-as a chariot reminding we of the oharioteer. 

Affection —as recollecting a son or wife. 

Merit and demerit —through which there is recollection of the causes 
•of joy and sorrow experienced in a previous life. 

n 3 i 3 i 9 * n 

karma-anavasthayi-grahanat, because of the cogni¬ 
sance of momentary events by action. 

313. Knowledge perishes instantly because all actions are 
found to be transitory. 

Does knowledge perish instantly like a sound or does it continue 
like a pot ? Knowledge perishes as soon as it is produced in virtue of its 
being an action. In analysing an action, such as the falling of an arrow, 
we find that the arrow undergoes a series of movements in fhe course of 
its falling to tho ground. Similarly in examining an aot of knowledge 
we find that a series of steps are undergone by the act in the course of its 
production. These steps perish one aaer another in due succession. 
Hence it is clear that knowledge is transitory. If knowledge were per¬ 
manent we could say, " I am preceiving a pot," even aaer the pot has 
been removed from our sight Since we cannot use mich an expression 
we must admit that knowledge is not permanent but transitory. 

it 3 i * t 9* n 

a-vyakta-gr&hanam, cognition of the indistinct; HifTOifa- 

an avaBthiyi-tv&t, being unendoring; vidyufc-aawpate,, oa 

the flash of lightning ; rflpa-avyakta-grabana-yat } like 

the indistinct cognition of form. 

314. An opponent fears that if knowledge were transitory no 
object could be known distinctly just as there.is no distinct apprehen¬ 
sion of colour during a flash of lightning. 
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The fear of the. opponent arises thus :—If knowledge were transitory 
it could not at a moment apprehend an object in its entirety, that is, could 
not apprehend the infinite namber of its properties at once. Hence the 
object could only be known indistinctly. As a fact, however, we can 
know things distinctly. Hence knowledge is not transitory. 

IfTOfRni u 3 1 * 1 ?? n 

hetu- npadanat, from the reason advanced srfrrlffiqi w t flg r 
pratiseddhavya-abhyanujna, admission of what is sought to be disproved. 


315. From the argument advanced you have, we reply, to admit 
that which you went to disprove. 

In the previous aphorism the opponent feared that if knowledge 
were transitory no object could be apprehended distinctly. The Naiui- 
yika removes the fear by saying that objects, are apprehended indistinct¬ 
ly not owing to the transitorinoss of knowledge but on account of our 
apprehending only their general qualities. The knowledge which takes 
c-ognizance of objects as possessed of both the genera-1 and special qua 
lities is. distinct but that which concerns .itself only with the general 
qualities is indistinct. 

The aphorism may be explained in another way:—The very illustra¬ 
tion cited by you, viz., that there, is distinet apprehension during a flash 
of lightning leads you to admit the transitoriness of knowledge which 
you went to disprove. 

pradipa-archih-san tati-abhivyakta- 
grahana-vat, like the apprehension of that which is illuminated by the 
stream of the rays of the lamp ; tat-grahanam, distinct appre¬ 

hension. 


316. Although knowledge is transitory there is distinct appre¬ 
hension through it as there is one through the series of momentary 
rays of a lamp, 

Though the series of rays emitted by a lamp are transitory the 
apprehension through them is distinct. Similarly though our knowledge 
is transitory there is no obstacle to our apprehension-being distinct. 



4 m : m 1 3 1 


dravye, in. a substance; s sva-guna-paraguna- 

* Vajhuuyati reads a<t; to show that the opponent's appieheusiou is 
unfounded 
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npalabdheh, from the perception of its own as well as of oilier attribute!; 
tftPTi samsayah, doubt. 

317. From our perceiving in a substance the qualities of 
itself as well as of others there arises, says an opponent, a doubt as 
to whether the knowledge perceived in our body is a quality of 
its own. 

In water we perceive liquidity which is one of its natural qualities 
as well as warmth which is an adventitious one. One may therefore ask 
as to whether the knowledge Rerceived in our body is a natural quality 
of the latter or is a mere adventitious one. 

n 3 i ^ i v* ii 

Vtroftraifivwi yavatsarira-bhavi-tvaf,because (form, etc,) endure 
as long as the body does; van^lala linam, of form, etc. 

318. [Knowledge is not a natural quality of the body be¬ 
cause it furnishes a contrast to] colour, etc. which as natural qua¬ 
lities of the body do exist as long as the latter co: tinues. 

Knowledge, according to the Naiyayika, is not a natural quality of 
the body because it may not continue quite as long as the body does. 
But such is not the case with colour, etc. which as natural qualities of 
the bjuy do always exist with it. Hence knowledge is merely an adven¬ 
titious quality of the body. 

* mxm *n a \ * \ ^ n 

W na.no; paka-ja-guna-antara-utpateh,because of 

the production of other attributes caused by the action of heat. 

319. It is, says an opponent, not so because other qualities 
produced by maturation do arise. 

It has been stated that a substance and its natural qualities co-exist 
with each other and that knowledge not being always co-existent with the 
body is not a natural quality of the latter. An opponent in order to Main¬ 
tain that a substance and its natural qualities are not necessarily co¬ 
existent cites the instance of a jar whose natural colour is blue but 
Which assumes a red colour through maturation in fire. 




THE NYATA-SUTRAS. 


125 


pratidvandvi siddheh, from the production of opposites; 
in the case of attributes caused by the action of 
a-pratisedhah, non-contradiction 

320. This is, we reply, no opposition becauses maturation occurs 
if there is production of opposite qualities. 

A jar which was blue may through maturation become red but it 
is never totally deprived of colour which is its natural quality. But a 
body (dead) may be totally devoid of knowledge which is therefore not a 
natural quality of it. In the case of maturation moreover a quality is 
replaced by an opposite one with which it cannot co-abide, e. g., the 
blueness of a jar may through maturation assume redness but cannot co¬ 
abide with the same. In the case of the body however knowledge is not 
replaced by an opposite quality. Hence knowledge is not a natural qua¬ 
lity of the body' 

» 3 \ ^ i ,| 

StftlMifcp'tpj-tvat, because it pervades the body 

321. [Knowledge, says an opponent, is a natural quality] be¬ 
cause it pervades the whole body. 

The opponent tries to prove that knowledge is a natural quality of 
the body because it pervades, according to him, the whole body and 
the numerous parts of it. But this, according to the .Naiyayika, is un¬ 
reasonable as it leads to the assumption of numerous seats of knowledge, 
that is, souls in the body destructive of all order and system as to the 
feeling of pleasure, pain, etc. 

II* I ^ I ^ U 

*na, no ; kesa-nakha-adisu, in the hair, nails, etc;n yiw frt 

an-upalabdheh, because of non-perception. 

322. [Knowledge does not pervade the whole body] as it is not 
found in the hair, nails, etc. 

Knowledge does not pervade the whole body, e. g , it is not found 
in the hair, nails, etc. It cannot therefore be a natural quality of the 
body. 

This aphorism may also be explained as follows:— 

It is not true that a substance should be entirely pervaded by its 
natural qualities. Colour, for instance, is a natural quality of the body 
but it does not pervade the hair, nails etc. 
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tvak-paryanta-tvat, because of ending with the skin'; 
sarirasya, of the body; nakha-adisu, in the hair, 

nails, etc ; Wl4*T: a-prusangah, non-following. 

323. The body being bounded by touch (cuticle) there is, says 
an opponent, no possiblity of knowledge abiding in the hair, 
nails, etc. 

The hair, nails, etc. are not, according to the opponent, part of the 
body as they are not bounded by touch (cuticle). Knowledge cannot 
consequently abide in them 

The aphorism may also be interpreted as follows :— 

The body being bounded by touch (caticle) there-is-no possibility of 
colour abiding in the hair, nails, etc. 

u ^ \ ^ I Hg n 

yrrkgq faH tfrl sarira guna-vaidharmyat, from dissimilarity to attri¬ 
butes of the body- 

324. Knowledge, we reply, is not a quality of the body because 
of its difference from the well-known qualities of the same, 

TheNaiyayika saya:— 

The qualities of the body are of two- kinds, viz: (1) those which are 
cognised by the external senses e. g , colour, and (2) those which are not 
cognised by them, e. g , gravity. Knowledge does not come under either 
of the categories' as it is uncognizable by the external senses and is at 
the same time cognizable on account of our being aware of the same. 

The aphorism may also be explained as follows:— 

; The qualities of the body are cognized by the external senses but 
knowledge is not so cognized. Consequently knowledge cannot be a 
quality of the body. 

If na, no ; * nfmi i upa-aJinatn, of form, etc ;mfaf i t a r a - 
vaidharmyat, from dissimilarity of one to another. 

325. This is, says the opponent not so because of the mutual 
difference in character of the colour, etc. ’ 
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The opponent argues :— 

If you say that knowledge is not a quality of the body because it 
differs in character from other well-known qualities of the same, I should 
say that the well-known qualities themselves differ from each other, e. g. 
tie colour is cognized by the eye but the touch is not. You cannot on 
this groand say that colour is a -quality of the body but touch is not. 

M I ^ I H 

aindriyaka-tvat, from being sensible; rupa- 

adinaoi, of form, etc ; a-pratisedhah, non-contradiction. 

326. There is, we reply, no objection to colour, etc. being qua¬ 
lities of the body because these are cognized by senses. 

The colour, etc. may differ from touch, etc. in respect of certain 
aspect of their character but they all agree in one respect, viz, that they 
are all cognisable'by one or another of the external senses. But know¬ 
ledge is not so cognized and cannot therefore be a quality of the body. 

m i 3 t ^ u 

apadyat, from non-simultaneity of cognitions; 

& ekam, one; jfjnaanah, mind. 

327. The mind is one on account of the non-simultneousness of 
cognitions. 

If there were more minds than one, they could come in contact with 
many senses at a time so that many cognitions could be produced simul¬ 
taneously. As many cognitions are never produced at once the mind 
must be admitted to be one. 

* II 3 I * | II 

* na, no; yugapat, s i m u 1 t a n e - e k a - 

kriya-upalabdheh, from the perception of more than one action or 
change. 

328. It is, says an opponent, not so because we do cognize many 
acts simultaneously. 

The objection stands thus:-A certain teacher while walking on 
a road holds a waterpot in his hand. Hearing wild sounds he, out of fear, 
looks at the road, recites a sacred text and thinks of the nearest place 
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of safety. The teacher is supposed in this instance to perform visual 
perception, auditory perception, recollection, etc., simultaneously. This 
would be impossible if there ware only one mind. 

u \ i * i u 

alata-ohakra-darsana-vat, like the observation of a 
circle of fire caused by a revolving firebrand ; tat-upalabdhity, 

their perception; asu-sancha at, from rapid movement. 

329. The appearance of simultaneousness is, we reply, due to the 
mind coming in contact with different senses in rapid succession like 
the appearance of a circle of firebrand. 

Just as a firebrand while whirling quickly appears to form a conti¬ 
nuous circle, so the mind moving from one sense to another in rapid 
succession appears to come in contact with them simultaneously. Hence 
the cognitions produced by the contact appear to the simultaneous 
though in reality they are successive. 

II \ I * I tl 

yatha-ukta-hetu-tvat, from the reasons already stated;* 
cha, And anuh, atomic. 

330. And on account of the aforesaid reasons the mind is an 

atom. 

If the mind were possessed of magnitude it could come in contact 
with many senses at a time so that many cognitions could take place 
simultaneously. Since this has been found to be impossible the mind 
is an atom. 

u ^ i ^ \ u 

purva-krita-phala-anubandhat, following as the 
fruit of acts previously done ; tat-utpattih, its production. 

331. The body is produced as the fruit of our previous deeds 
(deserts). 

Our present body has been made up of elements endowed with the 
fruits of merit and demerit of our previous lives. 

M i ^ I ^ II 

bhutebhyah, from the elements; u- adana- 

vat, like the, formation of ,bodies; tat-up,adanam, its production. 
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332. The formation of our body of elements, says an opponent, 
resembles that of a statue of stone, etc. 

The objection stands thus:—Just as a statue is formed of stone, 
clay, etc., which are devoid of deserts, our body has been made up of 
elements which, are not endowed with the fruits of our previous merits and 
demerits. 

•t * 41 3 i 43 n 

m na, no ; HWWWH sadhya-sama-tvat, because this is the same as 
the thing to be established. 

333. It is, we reply, not so because the statement requires 

proof. 

To prove that our body is formed of elements which are devoid of 
deserts, the opponent cites the instance of a statue made up of clay or 
atone, which is supposed to bear no connection whatsoever with deserts. 
The Naiyayika replies that the very example cited requires to be verified 
for clay, etc. are made of atoms which have actually a reference to deserts 
as they comport themselves in such a way as to work out the designs of 
Retributive Justice. 

^ c Rf R foTf c' q Rnftre t: n 4 i 3 i 44 n 

sjna, no; Rqftrftnrcmra utpatti-nimitta-tvat, because of their being 
the conditions of production; mata-pitroh, of the blood and 

the seed. 

334. Not so because father and mother are the cause of its 
production. 

The formation of our body cannot be compared to that of a clay- 
statue because the body owes its origin to the sperm and blood of our 
father and mother while the statue is produced without any seed at all. 

wnww « 4 t 3 i 4? « 

*e«n tatha, so ; trtfrm aharaaya, of the food. 

335. So too eating is a cause. 

The food and drink taken by the mother turns into blood Which 
develops the. embryo (made up of the sperm of the father) through the 
various stages of formation of the arbuda (a long round mass), mamsa-peit 
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(a piece of flesh), kalala (a round lump), kandara (sinews), s irah (-head), 
pdni (hands), pada (legs), etc. Eating is therefore a cause of production 
of our body but not of a clay-statue, 

nijft t uMqmq « * i ^ i ^ n 

jtthI praptau, in the case of union ; ^ cha, and ; stfjtwrci aniyamat, 
because there is no uniformity. 

336. And there is desert because of uncertainty even in the 
case of union. 

All unions between husband and wife are not followed by the produc¬ 
tion of a child (body). Hence we must acknowledge the desert of the 
child to be a co-operative cause of its birth. 

sarira-utpatti-nimitta-vat, as it is the condition of 
the production of the body ; samyoga-utpatti-nimittam, 

condition of the production of (generative; union ; wf karma, desert. 

337. Desert is the cause not only of the production of the body 
but also of its conjunction with a soul. 

Just as the earth, etc., independent of a person's desert, are unable 
to produce his body, so the body itself as a seat of particular pleasures 
and pains is unable to be connected with a soul without the intervention 
of the desert of the latter. 

M M 1 V* » 

^^etena, by this; a-niyainah, absence of-uniformity; iwgfRt 

prati-uktah, answered. 

338. By this the charge against inequality is answered. 

Some persons are found to possess a healthy body while others an 
unhealthy one; a certain body is beautiful while another ugly. This 
inequality in the formation of the body is due to the desert acquired by 
the persons in their previous lives. 

The aphorism may also be interpreted as follows:— 

338. By this the charge against uncertainty is answered. 

It is due entirely to the interference of the desert that the union 
between husband and wife is not always followed by the production of a 
child (body), 
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tat, that; adrsita karitam, caused by adrista ; 

iti chet, should you say , Jjf: punah,again , tat-prasangah its impli¬ 

cation ; Krt*rf apavarge, in the case of release. 

339. If the the body was attached to a soul only to remove the 
inexperience of the latter, then the same inexperience would recur 
after the soul had been emancipated (released). 

An opponent says that there is no necessity for admitting the desert 
and that the body which is made up of elements is connected with a soul 
only to enable the latter to experience objects and realize its distinction 
from matter (prakriti). As soon as the soul satisfies itself by the ex¬ 
perience and attains emancipation (release) it is separated from-the body 
for ever. The Naiyayika asks;" Why is not the soul, even after emancipa- 
ion (release), again conn-ected with a body to regain its experiential 
power?" Since the opponent does not admit desert there is nothing 
else to stop the connection. 

rnanah-karnm nimitta-tvat, from its being caused by 
the action of the mind; * cha, and; *fafmg^:samyoga-an-uchchhedah, 
non-termination of conjunction. 

340. And there will be no cessation of the conjunction if it is 
caused by the desert of the mind. 

Those who maintain that the desert is a quality of the mind cannot 
explain why there should at all be a separation of the body from the 
mind which is eternal. If it is said that the very desert which connected 
the body with the mind does also separate it therefrom, we shall be 
constrained to admit an absurd conclusion that one and the same thing 
is the cause of life and death. 

u 3 1 ^ \ « a it. 

fHnwrsfn: nitya-tva-prasangafo, implication of eternality; * cha, 
and; snnnig<i<m: prayan-a-an-upapatteh, from non-proafof departure. 

341. Owing to there being no reason for destruction we should 
find the body to be eternal. 

If the body is supposed to be produced from elements independent 
of deserts, we should not find anything the absence of which will caues 
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its destruction. In the event of the destruction being arbitrary! there will 
be no fixed cause to effect emancipation or rebirth thereafter as the 
elements will always remain the same. 

anu-syaina-ta-nitya-tva-vat,like the sternality of 
the darkness of the atom; etat, this ; syat, may be. 

342. The disappearance of the body in emancipation (release) 
is, according to an opponent, eternal like the blackness of an 
atom. 

The opponent says:—Just as the blackness of an atom suppressed 

by redness through contact with fire does not reappear, so the body which 

has once attained emancipation (release) will not reappear. 

* 

II ^ I ^ I w 

•I na, no; *lfi(JI+*INWWtnnT a-krita-abhyagama-prasangat, from impli¬ 
cation of the acquisition of the unearned. 

343. This is, we reply, not so because it would lead us to admit 
what was undemonstrable. 

The argument employed in the previous aphorism is, according to 
the Naiyayika, futile for it can rot be proved that the blackness of an 
atom is suppressed by redness through contact with fire, for it is possible 
that the blackness is altogether destroyed. 

The aphorism may also be interpreted as follows ;— 

This is, we reply, not so, because it would lead as to acknowledge 
the consequence of actions not done by us. 

Unless we acknowledge deserts there will be no principle governing 
he enjoyment of pleasure and suffering of pain. The absence of such a 
principle will be repugnant to all evidences—perception, inference and 
scripture. 
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H 9 I \ } \ \i 

pravrittih, activity; qqlTET yatha-ukta, as explained. 

344. Activity, as it is, has been explained. 

The definition of activity is to be found in aphorism 1-1-17. 

cTOT f^T: I S I \ I ^ H 

gqt tatha, similarly; dosah, faults. 

345. So the faults. 

The definition of faults has been given in aphorism 1-1-18. The 
faults which co-abide with intellect in the soul are caused by activity, 
produce rebirths and do not end until the attainment of final release 
(apavarga). 

gqftcre f « » i \ M « 

tat-trai-rasyam, thoir threefoldness; 
raga-dvesa-moha-artha-antara-bhavat, according to the differences of 
affection, aversion, and stupidity, or attraction, repulsion and con¬ 
fusion. 

346. The faults are divisible in three groups, as all of them are 
included in affection, aversion and stupidity. 

The faults are divided in three groups, viz., affection, aversion and 
stupidity. Affection includes lust, avarice, avidity and covetousness. 
Aversion includes anger, envy, malignity, hatred and implacability, 
Stupidity includes misapprehension, suspicion, arrogance and careless¬ 
ness. 

m 9 i \ \ » n 

l|a, no ; jj^nfUsfahw^Hjati-anika-bliavat, because they are 
only the opposites of the same thing, namely true knowledge. 

347. It is, some say, not so, because they are the opposites of 
one single thing. 

The objection stands th us:—There is no distinction between 
affection, aversion and stupidity, as all of them are destructible by one. 
gingle thing, viz,, perfect knowledge. The three, in so far as they are 
destructible by one single thing, are of a uniform character. 
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• tqf*riitTq vyabhicharat, on account of erring; a-hetruh, nofr 
a mark. 

348. This reason, we reply, is not good, because it is 
erratic. 

To prove that there is no distinction between affection, aversion and 
stupidity, the opponent has advanced the reason that all the three are 
destructible by one single thing. This reason is declared by the Naiya- 
yika to be erratic, because it does not apply to all cases, e. g., the blue, 
black, green, yellow, brown and other colours, although they are different 
from one another, are destructible by one single thing, viz., contact with- 
fire. 

Star « s i x i \ u 

fat tesam, among them; irtft mohah, stupidity,-confusion; 
papiyan the worst; n na, not a-mudhasya, of the non-stupid; 

gafaw: itara-utpatteh, because of the production of the other two. 

349. Of the three, stupidity is the worst, because in the 
case of a person who is not stupid, the other two do not come into 
existence. 

There are three faults, viz., affection, aversion and stupidity, of 
which the last is the worst, because it is only a stupid person who may 
be influenced by affection and aversion. 

nimitta-naimittika-bhavat, owing to the relation 
of cause and effect; artha-an-tara bhavat, condition of being 

a different object; bhyah, from faults. 

350. There is then, says an opponent, a difference between 
stupidity and other faults owing to their interrelation of cause and 
effect. 

The opponent argues as follows :—Since stupidity is the cause of 
the other two faults, it must be different from them. In fact there cannot 
be the relation of cause and effect between two things which are not 
different from each other, 
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H II £ \ \ | q || 

dft ,no;doffa-feMs»M?P^W^Ihat,frominclusionby 
the definition of fault; $r«q mohasya, of stupidity, 

351. It is, we reply, not so, because faults as already defined 
include stupidity. 

Stupidity is indeed a fault because it is homogeneous with or 
possesses the character of the same as defined in aphorism 1-1-18. 

nimitta-naimittika-uppapattet, from the relation 
of cause and effect; * cha, and; gwurataritt tulya-jatiyanam, of homo¬ 
geneous things; a-pratifedhah,non-contradiction, 

352. And there is, we reply, no prohibition for homogeneous 
things to stand in the relation of cause and effect. 

It is not proper to exclude stupidity from the faults on the mere 
ground that they stand to each other in the relation of cause and effect. 
In fact,the homogeneous things such as two substances or two qualities 
naay stand to each other in the relation of cause and effect, e. g., in the 
case of a jar being produced from its two halves we notice the relation 
of cause and effect between the jar and the halves which are homogeneous 
with each other. 

» 1 1 \ i v> » 

a*nw6nfy#tve, the soul being eternal. pretya- 

bhava-siddhih, proof of re-birth, of existence after passing away. 

353. Transmigration is possible if the soul is eternal. 

Transmigration defined in 1-1-19 belongs to the soul and not to 
the body. The series of births and deaths included in it is possible 
only if the soul is eternal. If the soul were destructible, it would meet 
with two unexpected chances, viz., destruction of actions done by it 
(krita-hdni) and suffering from actions not done by it (akritabhyagama). 

S^Tf^RT HTOItl II 9 ! t I " 

«W*T^ vyaktat, from the manifested; vyaktanam, of the 

manifested; pratyakga-piamanyat, from the authority of 

perception. 
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354. There is evidence of perception as to the production of the 
distinct from, the distinct. 

It is found that jars, etc., which are distinct, are produced from 
earth, etc., which are also distinct. Similarly our body is produced from 
the elements. 

*T II ? I \ I ^ M 

•I na, no; wsw* ghatat, from the pot; ghata-a-nispattefe 

from the non-production of the pot. 

355. It is, some say, not so, because ajar is not produced from 
another jar. 

The objection stands thus:—You cannot say that there is the 
production of a distinct thing from another distinct thing, e. g., ajar id 
not produced from another jar. 

MsqrfII # I \ I ^ II 

iqg i q vyaktat, from the manifested, i.e earth ; qgfj ft Tfl : ghata- 
nispatteh, from the production of the pot; nurfttai a-pratifedhah, non- 
contradictiou. 

356. There is, we reply, no prohibition for a jar being produced 
from a distinct thing. 

Ajar may "not be produced from another jar but it is certainly 
produced from another distinct thing, viz., from its bowl-shaped halves. 
There is therefore no bar against the production of the distinct from the 
distinct. 

g mrerrghhrq n » i ^ t 

abhavat, from non existence; bhava utpattih, pro¬ 

duction of existence ; * na, no; *raro*r an-upamridya, without destroying; 
ffiyrNu pradurbhavat, as there is production. 

357. Some say that entity arises from non-entity, as there is no 
manifestation unless there has been destruction. 

A sprout cannot come into existence, unless the seed from which it 
comes has been destroyed. This shows that there is no manifestation 
of effect without the destruction of its cause. • 

Rnqrcn^initn:« » i \ i w n 
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miVHIHl vyaghatat, on account of obstruction, inconsistency; 
ft-prayogah, non-application of the argument. 

358. It is, we reply, not so, because such an expression, incon¬ 
sistent as it is, cannot be employed 

To say that a thing comes into existence by destroying another 
thing which is its cause, is a contradiction in terms, for if that which, 
according to you, destroys the cause and takes the place thereof,was not 
existent prior to the destruction, then it cannot be said to be a destroyer, 
and if it existed prior to the cause, then it cannot bo said to cotne into 
existence on the destruction thereof. 

u v i \ \ \\ it 

*r na, not ; atita anagatayoh, to the past and the future; 

karaka-sabda-prayogat, from application of the word doer. 

359. There is, says the objector, no inconsistency, because 
terms expressive of action are figuratively applied to the past and. 
future. 

The objecter says as follows :—There is no impropriety in the 
statement that a thing comes into existence by destroying another thing 
which is its cause, for terms expressive of action are figuratively employed 
to denote that which is not existent now but which existed in the past or 
will exist in the future, e. g., he congratulates himself on the son that is 
to be born. In the sentence "a sprout comes into existence by destroying 
its cause" —the term expressive of destruction is figuratively applied to 
the sprout that will come into existence in the future. 

u a i \ \ « 

I na, no; vinastebhyah, from what has been destroyed ; 

a-nispatteh, as there is no production. 

360. It is, we reply, not so because nothing is produced from 
things destroyed. 

A sprout does not spring from a seed already destroyed. Hence 
we can lay down the general rule that entity does not arise from non* 
entity. 

» » \ \ \ w 
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iwfajVtf,, krama-nirdesat, from the declaration of order or prooea- 
eion ; v g firlm a-pratigedhah, non-contradiction. 

361. There is no objection if destruction is pointed out only as 
a Step in the processes of .manifestation. 

In connection with ea-rth, water, heat, etc., a seed undergoes destruc¬ 
tion of its old structure and is endowed with a new structure. A sprout 
cannot grow from a seed, unless the old structure of seed is destroyed 
and a new structure is formed. It is in this sense allowable to say that 
manifestation is preceded by destruction. This does not preclude a seed 
from being the cause of a sprout But we do not admit an unqualified 
assertion that production springs from destruction, or entity arises from 
non-entity. 

II S?t \ » H 

isvarah, the lord ; karanam, cause ; 

purusa-karma-a-phalya-darsanat, from seeing the failure of the acts 
of man. 

362. God, says some one, is the sole cause of fruits, because 
man's acts are found occasionally to be unattended by them. 

Seeing that man does not often attain success proportionate to his 
exertions, some one infers that tnese are entirely subservient to God who 
alone can provide them with fruits. 

*■ na, no ; purusa-karma-abhave, in the absence of the 

act of man ; phala-a-nispatteh, because of non-production of 

fruit. 

363. This is, some are afraid, not so, because in the absence 
of man's acts there is no production of fruits. 

The fear referred to arises thus:—If God were the only source 
of fruits, man could attain them even without any exertions. 

U ? H \ W \\ 

awftawflt tat-karita-tvat;, from their being caused to arise by him ; 

a-hetuh, not a cause. • 
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364.. Since fruits are awarded by God, man's acts, we conclude, 
arc not the sole cause thereof. 

Man performs acts which are endowed with' fruits By God. The 
acts become fruitless without His grace. Hence it is not true that man's 
acts produce fruits by themselves 

God is a soul specially endowed with qualities. He is freed from 
misapprehension carelessness, etc., and is enriched with merit, knowledge 
and concentration. He possesses eight supernatural powers (strch as the 
power of becoming as small as an atom) which are the consequence of His 
merit and concentration. His merit, which conformerto His will, produces 
merit and demerit in each person and sets the earth and other elements 
in action. God is, as it were,, the father of all beings. Who can 
demonstrate the existence of Him who transcends the evidences of percep¬ 
tion,, inference and scripture ? 

SKRWTTd) fife*!HTrJ 

srfafilW? a-nirnitta-tah, from no cause ; bhava-utpattih, 

production of existence OP entity ; RJ, kantakataiksnya- 

idi-darsanat, from the observation of the sharpness of a thorn, and the 
like, 

365. From an observation of the sharpness of thorn, etc.,.some 
say that entities are produced from no cause. 

The objectors argue as follows:—Thorns are by nature sharp, hills 
beautiful, and stones smooth. None has made them so. Similarly our 
bodies, etc., are fortuitous effects which did not spring from, a cause, that 
is, were not made by God. 

f sTfafarTH m^ c^i^nrefaxrgr: inn \ i u 

a-nimitta-nimitta-tvat; being caused by no-cause-;, 
i| na, not , a-nimitta-tah, from no cause., 

366. Entities cannot be said ta be produced from no-cause, be¬ 
cause the no-cause is, according to some, the cause of the production. 

An opponent has said that entities are produced from no-cause.. 
Some critics point out that the use of the fifth, case-affix in connection 
with no-cause indicates that it is the cause. 

n 8 i * i ip # 
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nimitta-a-nirnittayoh, between cause and no cause; 
wfHWQ t S artha-antara-bhavat, there being the relation of two different 
objects ; a-pratisedhah, non-contradiction. 

367. The aforesaid reason presents no opposition, because cause 
and no-cause are two entirely ditferent things. 

Cause and no-cause cannot be identical, e. g , ajar which is water¬ 
less cannot at the same time be full of water. The doctrine involved in 
this aphorism does not differ from the one explained in 3-2-66 according 
to which our body cannot be made up independent of our desert (Karma). 

I) & I ^ I ^ II 

sarvam, all; wfaf a nityara, non-eternal ; 
ntpatti-vinasa-dharmaka-tvat, because of their possessing the character 
of production and destruction. 

368. All, says some one, are non-eternal, because they possess 
the character of being produced and destroyed. 

All things including our body which is material and our intellect 
which is immaterial are non-eternal inasmuch as they are subject to the 
law of production and destruction. All things which are produced and 
destroyed are non-eternal. 

11 8 1 \ I ^ II 

*rna, no ; a-nitya-ta-nitya-tvat, non-eternalness being 

eternal. 

369. These are, we reply, not so, because of the non-eternal¬ 
ness being eternal. 

If non-eternalness pervades all things you must admit it to be 
eternal Hence, all are not non- eternal, for there is at least one thing, 
viz., non-eternalness, which is eternal. 

tat-a-nitya-tvam, non-eternalness of that ( i.e. non-eternal¬ 
ness ) ; agneh, in the case of fire ; dahyam, combustible, fuel; 
fattfWdfal*** vinasya-anu-vinasa-vat, like the destruction following 
after the destructible. 

370. Some hold non-etemalness to be not eternal on the analogy 
of a fire which dies out after the combustibles have perished. 
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The objection is explained as follows:—Just as a fire dies out as 
goon as the things which caught it have perished, so the non-eternalness 
disappears as soon all non-eternal things have passed away. Hence, 

. pon-eternalness is not eternal. 

nityasya, of the eternal ; ; wrcqiwrt 1 a-pratyakhyanam, non¬ 
denial • yatha-upalabdhi, according to perception or knowledge; 

v Y avast hanat, from regulation. 

371. There is no denial of the eternal, as there is a regulation 
as to the character of our perception. 

Whatever is perceived to be produced or destroyed is non-eternal 
and that which is not so is eternal, e. g., there is no perceptual evidence 
as to the production or destruction of ether, time, space, soul, mind, 
generality, particularity and intimate relation. Consequently these are 

eternal. 

j l ttdPkW H Wl » 8 « ^ ^ » 

^ sarvara, a 11 t y a m , eternal; pancha-bhuta. 

nitya-tvat, owing to the eternalness of the five elementa. 

372. Some say that all are eternal, because the five elements 

are so. 

The elements which are the material causes of all things are eter¬ 
nal, consequently the things themselves are eternal. 

#gqmmwT *n i J it q g^ : n » i ^ i *° u 

na,no;. <w fa fomj rcq’ft gt fr utpatti-vinaaa-karana-uplabdheh, owing 
to perception of the causes of production. 

373. These are, we reply, not so. because we perceive the causes 
of production and destruction. 

All things are non-eternal because we find them to be produced and 
destroyed. Whatever is produced or destroyed is non-eternal. 

w a \ \ \ Vt h 

tat-laksana-avarodhat, from inclusion by its definition ; 
a-pratisedhah, non-contradiction. 
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374 This is, some say, no refutation, because the character of 
the elements is possessed' by the things waich are produced or 
destroyed. 


eobiectorsaysa sfollow,s:—Aihingwhichi smarten po.fw , t. .. 

elemeat, .poeiesses x*e character or £h£ element. Since the element ifr 

eternal, the thing also must be so 



H » I \ \ ^ M 


* tna, no ; VRBsafWWitaS!*'*: utpatti-tat-karana-upalabdheh,owing 
to perception of production and its cause. 


375. This is, we reply, no opposition because we perceive 
production and the cause thereof. 

An effect inherits the character of its cause but the two are not 
identical, e gr., ether is the cause of sound, although the former is eternal 
and the latter non-eternal. 


Moreover we actually perceive that things are produced which con¬ 
vince us of their non-eternalness If production is regarded as a mere 
vision of a dream, then the whole world is no better than an, illusion 
which can serve no practical purpose. 

■ If all things were eternal there could be no effort or activity on our 
part to attain any object. Hence all are not eternal, 

H » V \ \\ ^ \\ 

tr na, no; vyavasthi-an-upapatteh, from the impossibility 

of uniformity. 

376, If all things were eternal there would be no regulation of 

time. 

Some say that things are eternal, because they existed even before 
they were produced and will continue even after they are destroyed. 
But this view, contends the Naiyayika, is absurd. It destroys all regu¬ 
lation with regard to time, for if all things were perpetwally existent,- 
there could not be any use of such expressions as "was produced" and 
11 will be destroyed " whichpresuppose a thing which was, non-exiatent 
to come into existence or one which is existent to lose its existence. 

« tft v t ** n 
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•IP? sarvam, all; VTC prithak, diverse ; bhava-lak- 

sana-prithak-tvat, owing to diversity of the marks of existence. 

377. Some say that all are aggregates because each consists of 
several marks. 

A jar, for instance, is an aggregate consisting of several parts, such 
as bottom, sides, back, etc., and several qualities, such as, sound, smell, 
taste, colour, touch, etc- There is not a single entity devoid of its several 
parts or qualities. 

'[This refers to the Buddhist doctrine which denies a substance apart 
from its qualities and a whole apart from its parts as is evident from the 
Writings of Nagarjuna*, Arya Devaf and others.] 

II & I \ I W II 

if na, no ; an-eka-laksanaih, by several marks ; 

eka-bhava-nispatteh,because of constitution of one entity. 

378. These are, we reply, not so because by several marks ofae 
single entity is constituted. 

The Naiyayika says that there is certainly a substance apart from 
its qualities and a whole apart from its parts, e. g., we must admit an 
entity called a jar as (the substratum of its several qualities, such as 
colour, smell, etc , and its several parts such as bottom, sides, back, etc.'* 

[The Buddhists! oppose this view by saying that the subatanco 

firsre* ti 

(MAdhyamika Sfltra. Chap, I. page 64; Prof. Poussin's edition.) 

awr ii ^fir n 

(MAdhyamika Sutra, Chap. I, page 71 ; Poussin'g edition.) 

t tra v jce ft arad i 

gpif^r i 

(Sataka quoted in the Madhyamika Vritti, p. 71.) 

} 5 aft * 3^4 ftfiwftilwww: i 

vPisar wiinn: i i 

(Madhyamika Vritti, Chap. 1. p.66; Poussin’a edition.) 
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independent of its qualities and the whole independent of its parts ad¬ 
mitted by the Naiyayikas are opposed to reason and cannot be accepted 
as realities though there is no harm in acknowledging them as " appear¬ 
ances "* for the fulfilment of our practical purposes.] 

II 9 I X I ^ II 

WfWjnrewrUFt laksana-vyavasthanaat, from the distribution of marks; 
3*eva, surely; a-pratisedhah,non-contradiction. 

379. There is, moreover, no opposition on account of the very 
distribution of the marks. 

The Naiyayika says as follows:—Our conclusion is unassailable 
owing to the marks abiding in one single entity. Ajar, for instance, 
possesses two marks, viz., tangibility and colour, by each of which it can 
be identified. 

If there were no jar beyond its tangibility and colour we could not 
use such expression as "I see the jar which I touched yesterday." To 
enable us to ascertain the identity there must be a substance called jar 
beyond its tangibility and colour which are two distinct qualities belong¬ 
ing to the same substance. 

The opponentjhas said that " all are aggregates."*Whence, we ask, 
does the aggregate arise if there are no units? The very reason given 
that "each consists of several marks" presupposes an " each " or unity 
or entity beyond the marks or aggregate. 

W t fwwfcWMraRilf : H » I * I V* u 

fPI sarvam, all; Wdt«f: a-bhavah, non-existence; bhavesu,in 

entities ; itara-itara-abhava-siddheh, from proof of mutual 

non-existence. 

380. All are non-entities because the entities are non-existent 
in relation to one another. 

In the expression " a horse is not a cow " there is the non-existence 
of " cow " in the " horse " and in the expression " a cow is not a horse " 
there is the non-existence of " horse " in the "cow." As a fact every 
thing is non-existent in so far as it is not identical with another thing, 

* tc: fro* 3 nffr qSr 

sr y* wwrmwwrewtwmx i >iff wfawr* i 

(Madbyamika Vritti..p, 70, Chap, 1; roussin'sedition,) 
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>» na, no ; sva-bhava-siddheh, from existence by own 

nature ; wqr^ bhavanam, of entities. 

381. It is, we reply, not so because the entities are existent in 
reference to themselves. 

A cow is a cow though it is not a horse : a thing is existent in 
reference to itself though it is non-existent in so far as it is not another 
thing. 

* ^TVTT^T%f|^f^r^^nn H 5? I \ I II 

w, no ; sva-bhava siddhih, proof of own nature ; 

apeksika-tvat, being relative, 

382. Some say that entities are not self-existent inasmuch as 
they exist in relation to one another. 

The objection is explained aa follows :— 

A thing is called short only in relation to another thing which is 
long, and vice versa; the long and short are inter-related. 

[This refers to the Mahyamika Buddhist doctrine* of " relation " 
according to which all things are inter-dependent and nothing ia 
self-existent,] 

831^04153**^ II 2 I ^ I 8* II 

"IfWWS vyahata-tvat, being inconsistent ; a-yuktatn, not 

rational. 

383 . The doctrine, we reply, is unreasonable because it hurts 

itself. 

If the long and short are inter-dependent then neither of them 
can be established in the absence of the other; if neither of them is self- 
existent, then it will be impossible to establish the inter-relation ; and in 
the absence of all relations the doctrine of the opponent will fall to the 
ground. 

wn*: f?wtr «nw g*r: ii 

(Madhyamika Sutra, Chap. XV, p. 93; B. T. Society's edition.) 
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[The Madhyamikas say that there is no reality* underlying any 
entity, and that the entities exist only by virtue of their mutual relations 
which are mere illusions. Viewed from the standpoint of absolute truth 
the world is void, Sunya, f but measured by the standard of "relation " 
or " condition " it possesses an apparent existence which serves all our 
practical purposes.] 

sankhya-eka-anta-a-siddhih, non-proof of the fixity 
of number ; karana-an-upapatti-upapattibhyam, by 

proof and disproof of cause. 

384. Neither through the reason being given nor through the 
reason being omitted there is the establishment of the fixity of 
numder. 

Some say that there is only one thing (Brahma) pervading all 
the so-called varieties. Others say that things are of Wo kinds, viz., 
the eternal and the non-eternal. Certain philosophers find three things, 
viz., the knower, knowledge and the knowable, while others treat of four 
things, viz., the agent of knowledge, means of knowledge, object of 
knowledge and act of knowledge. In this way the philosophers indulge 
themselves in a fixed number of things. The Naiyayikas oppose them by 
saying that there is no reason to establish the fixity of number. The 
fixed number is the Sadhya or that which is to be proved and the reason 
is that which is to prove it. Now, is the reason included in the Sadhya or 
excluded from it? In either case the fixity of number will be unfixed. 
If, on the other hand, the reason is not different from the Sadhya, there 
is no means to establish the Sadhya. 

^ ^TT^ITqqqVTTqR II 5? I X \ ^ u 

•f na, no ; karana -avayava-bhavat, the cause being a 

member or part. 

* nf? broil wtrrfjfsr KTfsro at qjpj \ 

m ar fr snq u 

( Arya Ratnakara Sutra quoted in Madhyamika Vritti, Chap. I. 24 • 
B. T. Society's edition,) 

t wot* ijiutw q i 

* f? n 

(Madhyamika Sutra, Chap, XV, p. 96; B, T, Society's edition.) 
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385. This is, some say,, not so, because the reason is a part of 
the number. 

The objection is this: — 

The number of things is fixed, and there is no disturbance of the 
fixity on the score of the reason being included in, excluded from, or 
identical with, the number, for the reason is a part of the number and as 
well is not different from it. 

u s i \ i « 

nir-avayava-tvat, being without a member or part ; 
a-hetuh, no reason. 

380. The reason, we reply, is not valid because there is no part 
available for the purpose. 

The opponent has argued that the number is fixed and'that the 
reason is only a part of it. The Nanayika counterargues that the number 
cannot be fixed until the reason is fixed and it- will be absurd to tix the 
number with an unfixed reason. The roasori which is asserted by the 
opponent to bo a part of the number will remain unfixed until the numr 
her itself is fixed. 

The doctrine of the fixity of number, opposed as it is to the eviden¬ 
ces of perception, inference and scripture, is a false doctrine which 
cannot refute the variety of things.established through the speciality 
of their characters. If there is an agreement as to the number of things 
on the ground of their general characters, and difference on the ground- 
of their special characters, then the doctrine of fixity is admittedly to. 
be abandoned. 

^ h $ i \ \ w w 

dir: sadyah,immediately; kaia-anture, at another time ; 

eha, and ; nispatteh, on account of production of fruit ; 

samsay ah, doubt. 

,387. There arises doubt as to the fruit which is produced either 
instantly or alter a long interval. 

Seeing that some action such as cooking produces its effect imme¬ 
diately while another action such as ploughing does not bring about any 
effect until sometime has passed away, a certain person asks whether 
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the fruit of maintaining the sacred fire will be produced immediately or 
after a considerable lapse of time. 

i gfomnq n * i \ i vh ii 

«rerRr?<H kala-antarena, after a lapse of time ; vrfjwftr: a nispattih, 
non-production ; JafiRUTUT hetu-vinasat, because of the destruction of 
the cause. 

388. It cannot, says some one, be produced after a lapse of 
"time because the cause has disappeared. 

The objection is this:— 

The fruit (viz., the attainment of heaven) cannot be produced after 
our death because the action (viz.,'maintaining the sacred fire) calculated 
to produce the fruit was destroyed before our death. 

u 9 i \ i ^ n 

prak, prior; nispatteh, toproduction; vriksa- 

phala-vat, like the fruit of a tree ; a*at, that TOflat, will be, 

389. This fruit, we reply, before it is produced, bears analogy to 
the fruit of a tree. 

Just as a tree, whose roots are now nourished with water, will be 
able to produce fruits in the future, so the sacred fire which is maintain¬ 
ed now will enable the maintainer to attain heaven after death. The 
doctrine involved here has been explained in aj horisin 3-2- 60, 

5TT535T II 9 I \ I 9* It 

a na, no ; a-sat,non-existent, * na, not, sat, existent,; q na, 
not; 0333 sat-a-sat,existent-and-non-existent, wawrilti asat-satoh,of the 
non-existent and existent; twwhi vaidharmyat, owing to dissimilarity! 
difference. 

390. Some say that the fruit, anterior to its production, is neither 
existent nor non-existent nor both, because existence and non-existence 
are incongruous. 

The fruit (or any effect) anterior to its production was not non¬ 
existent because the material causes are so regulated that each 
one thing is not produced from each other thing promiscuously. 
We cannot suppose the fruit to have been existent prior to its production 
because a thing cannot be said to come into existence if it had already 
an existence. The fruit was not both existent and non-existent prior to 
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its production because existence and non-existence are incompatible 
with each other. 

[The aphorism refers to the Madhyatnika Buddhist philosophy 
Which maintains that the effect, before it is produced, is neither existent 
nor non-existent nor both, as is evident from the writings of Nagarjuna* 
And Arya Devaf.] 

II I? I \ » V* # 

seqT^Jtflfsfart?! utpada-vyaya-darsanat, from the observation of pro* 
duction and destruction. 

391. It is, we reply, a fact that the fruit before it was produced 
was non-existent because we witness the production and destruc¬ 
tion. 

When a jar is produced we find that it was non-existent prior to 
the production. 

u » t \ i « 

buddhi-siddham, established by the understanding ; g tu, 
but . gq tat, that ; wag a-sat, non-existent. 

392. That it was non-existent, is established by our understand¬ 


ing. 

It is only when a thing is non-existent that we can apply ourselves 
to the production of it by means of suitable materials. A weaver, for 
instance, sets himself to work for a web which is non-existent but which 
he knows he can make by means of threads. 

^ii gi^oii 

ft awy 1 

a aa«ra«sf%fa jwJftpnrfgag ii 
wa: Bwi« 3”^ i 
a aatCTT ii 

(Nagarjuna's Madhyamika Sutra, Chap. VII, p. 51 ; B. T. Society's 

edition.) ^ agagagaftfa aw iftl a I 

aw wgw u 

( Arya Deva'sSataka quoted in the Madhyamika Vritti, Chap. I p. 4; 
B, T. Society's edition,) 
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I. 


adraya-vyatirekat, in the absence of a receptacle ; 
vriksa phala-utpatti-vat, like the production of the frait of 
a tree ; iti, this ; Wftj:- hetuh no reason. 

393. Some say that the analogy to the fruit of a tree.is ill-founded, 
because a receptacle is a wanting. 

it has baen stated that the fruit obtainable from maintaining the. 
sacred fire bears analogy to! the fruit of a tree. An opponent finds fault 
with the analogy by showing that the tree which produces friaits now is 
the same tree which was previously nourished with water, but the body 
which is alleged to attain heaven after death is not the same body which, 
maintained the sacred fire. The two bodies being different their analogy 
to the tree is ill-founded. 

II I II 

i jftSh prireh, of pleasure, satisfaction ; atma asraya-tvat, 

having the soul as its receptacle or support ; wrRtW; a-pratisedhah, non¬ 
contradiction. 


394. The foregoing objection, we reply, is unreasonable because 
the soul is the receptacle of happiness. 


It is not our body that maintains the sarrad fire or attains heaven. 
I-n reality the soul is the receptacle for both these acts. The soul which/ 
maintained the secred fire is identical with the soul which enjoys happi¬ 
ness in heaven. Consequently a receptacle is not awanting and the- 
analogy to the tree is not ill-founded. 


* jprqjpft* 



HSl^ll : 


na, no ; putra-pasu-stri-parich-' 

chhada-hiranya-aiina adi-phala-nirdesat, because the fruits declared are 
son, cattle, wife, clothes, gold, food etc. 


395. The soul, some say, cannot he the receptacle for the fruits- 
which are me itioned, viz., a son, a wife, cattle, attendants, gold, 
food, etc. 


The objection is this :— 

If the fruit consists merely of happiness it can be lodged in the’ 
soul. But the soul cannot be the receptacle for such fruits as a son, a 
wife, cattle, etc. which are mentioned in the scripture. 


THE NYAYA-SOTRAS: 




ITH?WP'&T<T tat-satnbandhat, through connection with them ; 
phala-nispatteh, because of production of fruit ; tesu, in them ; <*5555^17. 
phala-vat-upacharah, predication as fruit. ~ * 

396. 1 he fruit, we reply, is attributed to them because it is 

produced through their conjunction. 


In reality the fruit is happiness. We attribute the name fruit to 
a son, wife, etc., because happiness is produced through them. 


fafoMWIT^TflT^ vividha-badhanH-yogat, through connection with 
various distresses , duhkham, pain ; eva, surely ; janma- 

utpattih, production of birth. 

397. Birth is a pain because it is connected with various 
distresses. 

Birth is stated to be a pain because it signifies our connection with 
the body, the senses and the intellect which bring us various distresses: 
The body is the abode in which pain resides, the senses are the instru¬ 
ments by which pain is experienced, and the intellect is the agent which 
produces in us the feeling of pain. Our birth as connected with the 
body, the senses and the intellect is necessarily a source of pain. 

* u * \ \ i h 

H na, not; sukhasya, of pleasure; antaralanispat- 

teh, because of production during intervals. A 

398. Pleasure is not denied because it is produced at inter¬ 
vals. 


We cannot altogether deny the existence of pleasure which often 
arises amidst pains. 







badhana-a-nivritteh, there being non-cessation of dis¬ 
tress ; vedayatah, of the feeling person; paryesana-dosat, 

from the fault of pursuit; WSfftTO: a-pratisedhah, non-contradiction. 

399, This is, we reply, no opposition because distresses do not 
disappear from a person who enjoys one pleasure and seeks > 
another. 
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The substance of the Naiyayika's reply is this:— Pleasure itself is 
to be regarded as pain because even a person who enjoys pleasure is 
tormented by various distresses. His objects may be completely frustrated 
or fulfilled only partially, and while he attains one object he cannot resist 
the temptation of pursuing another which causes him uneasiness. 

n 9 i ^ i ^ n 

f duhtkha-vikalpe, in a form of pain ; gwiftmTOPI snkha-abhi- 

rn&n&t, from a conceit of pleasure ; V cha, and. 

400. And because there is conceit of pleasure in what is only 
another name for pain. 

Some persons thinking that pleasure is the summum bonum are 
addicted to the world which causes them various distresses through birth, 
infirmity, disease, death, connection with the undesirable, separation 
from the desirable, etc. It is therefore clear that one who pursues 
pleasure does in reality pursue pain, or, in other words, pleasure is a 
synonym for pain. 

II 9 I ^ I HC u 

rina kleia-pravritti-annbandh&t, because debts, 
troubles and activity pursue ns to the end ; apavarga-abb&vah, 

absence of release. 

401. There is, some say, no opportunity for us to attain release 
because of the continual association of our debts, troubles and 
activities. 

The objection stands thus:— The scripture declares that as soon as 
we are born we incur three debts which we must go on clearing off until 
the time of our decay and death; and troubles are our constant compa¬ 
nions, while activities pursue us throughout our life. There is then no 
opportunity for us to attain release. 

The three debts are:— 

Debt to sages (Rishi rina)—which can be cleared off only by under 
going a course of student life. 

Debt to gods (Deva-rina)—from which we can be freed only by 
performing sacrifices. 

Debt to our progenitors (Pitri-rina)—which cannot be cleared off 
except by begetting children. 

Activity has been defined in 1-1-17 and 1-1-18, 


THE NYAYA-SUTRAS. 


153 


« » t \ I !(<» 

pradhana-sabda-an-upapatteh, from failure of the 
word in the principal sense ; 5 < 5 *Tt$»a sabdena, by the word in the 
secondary sense ; WjpiTf: anuvadah, interpretation ; a 

prasamsa-upapatteh, because of the establishment of blame and praise. 

402. If an expression is inadmissible in its literal sense we 
are to accept it in its secondary meaning to suit blame or 
praise. 

"As soon as a person is born he incurs three debts"—this expression, 
inadmissible as it is in its literal sense, is to be taken in its secondary 
meaning, viz-, "as soon as a person enters the life of a householder, he 
incurs three debts the clearing off of which brings him credit." The ex¬ 
pression "until the time of our decay and death" signifies that "as loug 
as we do not arrive at the fourth stage when we are to adopt the life of a 
mendicant." If the scriptural texts are interpreted in this way, it be¬ 
comes clear that our whole life does not pass away iu the mere clearing 
off of our debts. 

n ¥ » * \ w n 

WJnttatOTtt samaropauat, through transferring ; Wtirft atrnani, to the 
soul ; 9 T(rfa%<t; a-pratigedhah,non-contradiction. 

403. There is no lack of opportunity for our release because 
the sacrifices (to be performed for clearing off our debts) are trusted 
to the soul. 

A Brahman, while old, should refrain from all searches after sons, 
wealth and retinue. Sruti (Veda) instructs him to retire from the world 
when, he has trusted to his" soul the sacrifices which he used to perform 
to clear off his debts. By so doing he will imagine that his soul is the 
sacrificial fire in which his physical actions are offered as oblations. 
Freed from all debts, he will live on alms and find an ample opportunity 
for effecting his own release. 

As regards the division of life into stages,there is the authority 

P 

of Itihasa, Purana and Dharrna Sastra. 

M V i \ I \\ \\ 

20 
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;patra-chaya anta-an-upapatteh, because of the non¬ 
proof of performances ending with the collection of the sacrificial vessels 
at death; ^ cha, and; phala-abhavah, absence of fruit. 

404, Because the performances ending with the collection of the 
sacrificial vessels at death cannot reasonably be supposed (to have been 
prescribed for all without distinction), there would be an absence of 
fruits (which could impede release) 


For a householder keeping aliv-e the sacrificial fire it is prescribed 
that at his death the sacrificial vessels should be collected and burnt with 
his body. Such a man continues to perform nets till the end and these 
acts must produce results which must be exhausted by experiencing them 
before release can be attained But these acts are not meant for those 
who retire from the world and have no desire for sons, wealth or other 
worlds. Therefore, so faras such men are concerned, the Vedic injunctions 
in respect of the sacrificial vessels end the like do nut cause any obstacle 
to the attainment of release. 


« * I \ i ^ il 

susuptasya, of one in deep sleep ; svapna-a-darsane, 

in not seeing dreams ; klesa-a-bhava-vat, like absence of 

troubles; stqtriTi apavargah, release. 

405. As there is no distress in a person who is sound asleep and 
sees no dream, so there is no association of troubles in one who attains 
release. 


A person who has, through the knowledge of Brahma, attained 
release, is freed from all bonds of lust, pleasure, pain, etc. 

[The word klesa (here rendered as trouble) is a technical term very 
extensively used in the Buddhist Sanskrit and Pali literature to signify 
depravity, defilement, corruption or passion. Klesa, called in Pali kileso, 
is the cause of all sinful actions and consequently of rebirths. Arhatship 
consists in the annihilation of klefa. The Pali Pitakas enumerate ten 
kilesas, of which five are prominent. The ten kilesas are:— 


(greed), (hatred), iftft (stupidity), jnsft (pride), 
(heretical view), (doub tt^fa^l o t h ), (arrogance), 

(shamelesanesa) and (recklessness). 

The Buddhist Sanskrit books enumerate six klefas and twenty-four 


upakleias 



THE NYAYA SUTRAS 


155 


II 

trntffftflft JimTsforr %fir 11 

(Dhannasamgraha LXV1L, 

i toot n 
^ *rt?¥r*? setcot jtwt 

4terta sTffiy'r gfog^%&<$’ftrag3rf*r f*RT fa*#;? 

fe’Brrc«?fa ii 

(DharmasaMgraha LXIX.) 

The word klesx used in the Nyaya Sutra 4.1 58, 4.1.62, 4-1,63 and 
4-1-64 evidently conveys the meaning of moral depravity. Htna-klpsa 
(tfsr*$sr) usedu'n 4-163 rings in nay ears as a. phrase borrowed from 
the Buddhist philosophy ] 

* 3^1%: &T3*?*rara fWscw u $ i \ ^ n 

s( na, no ; pravrtttih, activity ; prati-sandhanaya, 

for binding again to birth , Sfaj? $WMtina-klesa-sya, of one whose troubles 
ha-ve diaa-ppeared, 

406. The activity of one who has got rid of the troubles does not 
tend to Obstruction- 

Activity does not present any obstacle to release (apavarga) in 
pes-pect of a person who is-freed from the troubles of lust, hatred and 
stupidity, In his case activity produces neither merit nor demerit, and 
consequently no re-birth. 

st s&sro?ei%: *nt*mlnsc*ra n ? i \ i w it 

•T na, no ; klesa-santateh, of the stream of troubles; 

WHH3. svabbavika-tvat, being natural. 

407. There is, some say, no end of troubles because these are 
natural. 

The objection raised here is this:—None can attain release because 
it is impossible to get rid of troubles which are natural (beginningless). 

*nt- prak, prior ; utpatteh,to-production- wwrRrwrafti abhava- 
a-nitya-tva vat, like the non-eternality of non-existence ; UBWifafc svabha- - 
vike, in the natural; wfa api, also ; *fllW«flU-nitya-tvam,non-eternality. 
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408. Even the natural, says some one, are noneternal Kke 
the non-existence that was antecedent to production. 

The objection raised in the previous aphorism is answered by some 
one as follows:— 

A non-existence antecedent to production is natural (beginningless) 
but it, disappears as soon as the production takes place. Similarly the 
troubles are natural (beginningless) but they terminate as soon as release 
is attained. 

A jar before it is produced is non-existent. This non-existence is 
called antecedent non-existance. It has no beginning but it has an end 
for it disappears as soon as the jar is produced The troubles like the 
antecedent non-existence are beginningless but not endless. 

[ It is only an existence, that is, an existent thing, that can be called 
eternal or non-eternal. We cannot apply the epithets " eternal " and 
" non-eternal " to non-existence except in a figurative sense.] 

im ^ i ^ n 

argysmaTsfirwrag?! anu-syama-ta a-nitya-tva-vat, like the non-eter- 
hality of the darkness of the atom ; ai va, or. 

409. Or non-eternal like the blackness of an atom. 

An earthy atom, which is naturally black, changes its colour when 

it id baked red in the kiln. Likewise the troubles which are natural 
disappear as soon as release is attained. 

It $ l \ I II 

a na, no; sankalpa-nimitta-tvat, being caused by will 

or deliberation ; n cha, and ; raga-adinam, of desire, etc, 

410. It is, we reply, not so because affection, etc. are, caused by 
misapprehension. 

The Naiyayika says:—There is no necessity for us here to admit 
that a thing which is natural (beginningless) may not be endless.- The 
troubles are not in fact natural (beginningless) because they are caused by 
activity which springs from our affection, aversion and stupidity. These 
last are generated by our misapprehension. The troubles not being 
natural, there is no lack of opportunity for us to attain release, 
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f% : n & i ^ i \ it 

ghrfjtfjTOUft dosa-nimittanani, of the causes of faults; (TWSFPTTg'tattva- 
jnanat, through knowledge of the truth ; m£wOl$f?lthankara-nivrittifc, 
cessation of ahamkara. 

411. Through knowledge about the true nature of the causes of 
faults, there is cessation of egotism. 

Egotism is stupidity of the form " 1 am," It consists of the notion, 
" 1 am," entertained by a person in respect of what is not self. It 
disappears as soon as we attain knowledge about the true nature of the 
faults which are caused by all objects such as body, etc. enumerated in 
aphorism 1—1—9 

qgy q ga i-. ii v i ^ i ^ o 

dosa-nimittatn,the cause of faults ; rupa-adayah, 

form, etc ; f^PITisayah, objects SftNRfilSU lpa-kritah, adopted by 
the will. 

412. The colour and other objects, when regarded as good, 
become the causes of faults. 

It is only when we look upon colour or any other object as a source 
of enjoyment that it becomes a cause of our affection, aversion or stupidity. 

« a i ^ i 3 11 

FffWW tat-nimittam, their cause ; g tu, but; tnwWrfajTWi avayavi- 
abhimanah, regard as a whole. 

413. The faults are caused through a conception of-the whole 
apart from its parts. 

The faults are produced if a man or woman looks upon each other 
as a whole, viz., as a male or female with all his or her paraphernalia of 
teeth, lips, eyes, nose, etc., together with their secondary marks ; and they 
are shunned if be or she looks upon each other by parts only, viz., upon 
his or her hair, flesh, blood, bone, nerve, head, phlegm, bile, excrement, 
etc., all of which are frail. The notion of the whole engenders lust while 
that of the parts produces equanimity, We must regard every thing from 
the standpoint of evil, e. g-, the rice boiled with poison is looked upon by 
a wordly man as rice and by an ascetic as poison. 
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II 8 I ^ I 8 


. vidya-a-vidya-dvaividhyat, from 

knowledge and of ignorance ; Vtrqi samkayah, doubt. 


I) 

twofoldness 


of 


414, Owing to the apprehension and non-apprehension being 
each of two kinds, there arises a doubt as to the existence of a whole 
apart from its pails. 

There are two kinds of apprehension, viz., real and unreal. The, 
apprehension of water in a tank is real while that of mirage as a mass of 
water is unreal. The non-apprehension is also of two kinds, viz., real and 
unreal. The non-apprehension of a hare's horn (which is non-existent) is a 
real ncn-apprehension while that of the ether (which ia existent) is an 
unreal non-apprehension. The apprehension and non-apprehension being 
both real and unreal there arises a doubt as to whether there is really a 
whole apart from its parts. If we apprehend a whole apart front its 
parts, our apprehension may be unreal. If we do not apprehend a whole, 
our non-apprehension too may be unreal. 

II 8 I ^ I 811 

tat-a-samsayah, no doubt about it; purva-hetu- 

prasiddha-tvat, having been established by reasons already stated. 


415. There is no room for doubt with regard to the existence 
of a whole already established through arguments. 

No one has yet set aside the arguments employed in aphorism 
2—1—34 to establish a whole apart from its parts. 

^ it ? i ^ i ^ H 

SWgWfft vritti-an-upapatteh, from absence of proof of inclusion ; 
trft api, also ; nfir tarhi, then ; * na, not ; sarpsayah doubt. 


416. There is, says some one, no room for doubt even with 
regard to the non-existence of a whole on account of the impossibility • 
of the whole residing anywhere. 

In the preceding aphorism the Naiyayika has said that there is no 
doubt as to the existence of a whole apart from its parts as demonstrated 
in aphorism 2—1—34. In the present aphorism his opponent says that 
there is no doubt as to the non-existence of a whole apart from its parts 
because neither the whole can reside in its parts nor the latter in the 
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former. One affirms that there is a whole while the other affirms that 
there is a no-whole. In either case there is no room for doubt. 

wnm awre: ti * i ^ i»n 

kritsna-eka-defia-a-vrittitvat, because of not being 
oo-extensive with thewhole; w mm r i; avayavatiam, of the parts ; a^qt^- 
wv: avay avi-abh Avah, non-existence of the whole. 


417. There is, says the objector, no whole because its parts 
reside in it neither totally nor partially. 

A p-art does not occupy the whole in its totality owing to the differ-, 
ence ef their dimension; neither does it occupy the whole partially 
because the part can reside neither in itself nor in another part. 


II V I ^ I C tl 

teflu,inthem; chi,and; Wf^Bitteh, because of non-resi¬ 
dence ; Nwront avayavi-abhavah, non-existence of the whole. 


418. Also because the whole does not, continues the objector, 
reside in its parts. 

The whole does not reside in each of its parts separately on account 
of the difference of their dimension. Neither idoes it reside in some of 
its parts collectively because in that case it loses its connection with the 
other parts. 

u v i ^ I < it 

prithak, other ; n cha, and ; avayavebhyah, than the 

parts ; i a-vritteh, because of non-residence. 

419. Owing to the lack of residence, affirms the objector, there 
is no whole apart from its parts. 

The whole does not exist as the relation between it and its parts 
is not that of the container and the contained. 


?r w $ \ ^ i v* « 

* na, not; * cha, and ; avayavi, the whole : mvw avayavah, 

parts. 

420. And the parts are not the whole. 
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The objector says that the relation between the whole and its parts' 
is not that of identity. No one says that the thread is the web or the pillar 
is the house. 

ekasinin,in one; bheda abhavat, owing to absence^ 

of difference; bheda-sabda-prayoga-an-upapatteh, be*' 

cause of impropriety of use of the word difference ; a-prasnah, no 
question. 

421. There is, we reply, no room for the question owing to the 
impropriety in the use of the term " variety " in reference to 
what is one. 

In aphorism 4—2—7 an opponent raised the question as to whether 
the whole occupied its parts totally or partially. The Naiyayika disposes 
of the question by saying that there is no room for it because the terms 
" totally " and " partially" cannot be applied to " one." The term 
" totally" is employed only in the case of several things of which no one 
has been left out while the word " partially " refers to an aggregate of 
which some parts have been left out. Now, neither the term " totally " 
nor the term " partially " is applicable to what is " one ", that is, to a 
" whole. " In the case of a whole the employment of language implying 
variety is unjustifiable. 

k ? i ^ i vi h 

wrororcraA avayava-antara-abhave, in the absence of another part; 
api, also ; a-vritteh, owing to non-residence or non-function ; 

a-hetuh, no mark or reason or argument. 

422. 1 he question, we further reply, is unreasonable because 
even if one part could be the residence of another part, it would not he 
the residence of the whole. 

When we speak of a whole residing in its parts we must not under¬ 
stand that the term residence refers to any space, in fact it refers to the 
relation of refuge and refugee. A refuge is that with which the refugee 
is inseparably connected and without which it can never exist. Hence 
there is no impossibility of the whole residing in its parts. 

fcqqr i yigifcq : ii » t ^ i v 
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keSa-aamiihe, in respect of a collection of hairs; 
taimirika-upalabdhi-vat, like the perception of one affected with a 
dimness of sight; tat -upalabdhih, its perception. 

423. The perception of a "whole" bears analogy to that of a 
collection of hairs by a person affected with a dimness of sight. 

Just as a person of dim sight cannot perceive hairs separately but 
can perceive them in a mass, so we cannot perceive the atoms separately 
but can perceive them in a mass in the form of ajar or the like. 


n s i ^ \ y* 11 


sva-visaya-an-atikramena, by reason of its not going 
beyond its own object ; indriyasya, of the sense ; patu- 

manda-bhavat, according to keenness and dullness ; visaya- 

grahana-sya, of the apprehension of object ; TO tatha, like ; bhavah, 
condition ; if na ; no ; a-visaye, to what is not its object ; 

pravrittih, operation. 


424, A sense is inoperative in reference to what is not its object 
because its acuteness or dullness of apprehension is restricted to its own 
object which it connot transcend. 


The eye, whether it is acute or dim, cannot apprehend a sound. 
Similarly the ear, sharp or dull, cannot see a colour. All senses have 
their special objects to which their operation is restricted. An atom 
which is supersensuous, cannot be apprehended by any of oursenses—no 
matter whether these are acute or dim. Each hair being perceptible, its 
collection also is capable of being perceived whereas the atoms being 
imperceptible their collection cannot be perceived, As we can perceive 
the collection of atoms in the shape of a jar or the like, we must admit 
that the collection or the whole is a reality independent of its parta 
(the atoms). 

n ? i ^ i w u 

avayava-avayavi-prasangah, relation of whole and 
parts ; q cha, and ; ovam,then; an a ; up ; STSUTT^ pralayat, to pralaya, 
dissolution. 

425. The whole and its parts should in that case he supposed to 
continue up to the time of annihilation. 
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-’Even if we admit the existence of a whole and its parts, we cannot 
suppose them to continue for ever because they are subject to destruc¬ 
tion at the time of annihilation. A whole has got its parts and the 

parts agaiu have their parts which do not cease until they become non- 

* 

existent at the time of annihilation. 

H II V I ft M 

q na, no ; 393: pralayah, dissolution ; Anu-sad-bhvat, 

owing to the existence of the atom. 

426. There is, we reply, no annihilation becaus3 there are 
atoms. 

There will never come a time when there will be an utter annihi¬ 
lation, for things will even then continue to exist in the state of atoms. 
An atom is a tiling of the smallest dimension, that is, a thing which is 
not capable of being of smaller dimension. 

h m u 

param, beyond; 31 va, or ; truteh, of truti, a minute part. 

427. An atom is that which is not capable of being divided. 

An atom is not divisible into further parts. 

[Two atoms make a dvyanuka (dyad) and three dvyanukas make 
a tryasarcnu (triad). All things which we perceive are composed of 
tryaxarenus. An atom (anu) is finer than a dvyanuka and the latter tiner 
then a tryasarenn ] 

anqsrasgra^tg n ? i ^ i u 

akasa-vyatibhedat, owing to interpenetration of 
ether ; tat-an-upapattih, its non-proof. 

428. There is, says some one, an impossibility of such a thing, 
as it is divided throughout by ether. 

The Naiyayika defines the atom as a whole which has no parts, 
that is, a thing which is not divisible into further parts. Someone 
controverts the definition by saying that an atom is not devoid of parts 
because it is intersected by ether within and without, 

3TT^Tm^55r*mcSf 5TT II 5? I ^ I ^ II 

«T*t?TrR5gnn?^ akasa-a-sarva-gata-tvam, non-omnipenetration of 
ether; 3f va, or. 


THE NYAYA-SUTRAS; 


163' 


429. Else there would not be the omnipresence of the ether. 

The ether would not be called omnipresent if it could not reside 
Within the atoma. 

spa: antah, in ; s bahih,out; ^ cha, and - d r a v y a 

~sya, of the effect substance; karana-antara-vachanat, owing 

to declaration of another cause ; a-karye, in a non-efiect ; 

tat-a-bhavah, us absence. 

430. There is no " within" "without " of an eternal thing. 
The terms are applicable only to factitious things inasmuch as they 
imply constituents other than those which are seen. 

The word " within " refers to that constituent of a thing which is 
enclosed by another constitnet thereof while the word " without " refers 
to the constituent which encloses another conetituennt,but is not enclosed 
by it. These terms cannot be applied to eternal things such as atoms 
which do not possess constituents some of which may enclose the rest. 

StT^^TTtfirVTSTTf II I ^ I ^ II 

sabda-samyoga-bibhavat, owing to universality of 

_ * . 

conjunction of sound ; ^ oha, and ; sarva-gatam, all-penetrating. 

431. The ether is omnipresent because of the universality of its 
conjunction which is a cause of sound. 

Owing to sound being produced everywhere it is inferred that 
the ether is omnipresent. If a certain place were devoid of contact with 
ether there would be no sound.there. There is in fact a conjunction of 
ether everywhere* 

^tajW: inn = i ^ u 

a-vyuha-viBtambha-vibhu-tvani, characteristics- 
ef not being massed, not offering obstruction, and being universal ; ^ cha, 
an d • akasa-dharmah, the .attributes or properties of ether. 

432. The ether possesses three properties, viz, that it is not repet 
led, that it does not obstruct and that it is all-pervading. 
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The ether is not repelled because it does not possess any form, 
it does not obstruct because it is intangible, and it is all-pervading 
because it is omnipresent. 




II 9 I ^ I ^ II 


wfa*rat murti-matam, of things possessing a form ,qf cha, and 
«j<NT: samsthana-upapatteh from proof of position, shape ; 
avayava-sad- bhavah, existence of parts. 


433 . There are, says some one, parts in an atom because a thing 
that is endowed with a form must also possess a collocation of parts. 


The objection stands thus:— 

An atom is divisible into parts because it possesses a form, that is, 
it is of a limited dimension. 

[The ether, soul, space and time being of unlimited dimensions are 
not divisible into parts.] 

ii g1 ^ i ^ n 

samyoga-upapatteh, from proof of conjunction ; ^ cha, 

and. 

434. An atom, continues the objector, must possess parts be¬ 
cause it is capable of being conjoined with another atom. 

The objection is this:— 


The fact that atoms possess the quality of conjunction proves that 
they have parts, because an atom can come in conjunction with another 
only in some of its parts. 



im^ i^h 


an-avastha-kari-tvat, as causing instability, regression; 
! an-avastha-an- upapatteh, because of unreasonableness of 
regression ; ^ cha, and ; stjrfatfa-. a-pratisedhah, non-contradiction. 


435. The doctrine of the indivisibility of atom cannot, we reply, 
be refuted because such a refutation would give rise to a regressus ad in" 
finitum which is not proper. 
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If you say that an atom is divisible into parts, yon will have ta 
admit that those parts again are divisible into futher parfes. This 
would give rise to a regressws ad in finitum which should, if possible, be 
avoided. If all things were indefinitely divisible we should find a large 
thing and a small one to be of equal dimension as both would possess an 
infinite number of parts. A thing although indefinitely divided should 
not lose itself. There must remain a particle, viz., an atom which should 
not perish even at the time of annihilation. 




(jgrJJt buddhyA, by the understanding ; vivechan A t,from 

separation ; g tu, but ; *fT*n , c»!JT3 , l35fw: yafchatraya-an-upalabdhih,non-per¬ 
ception of reality ; tantu-apakarsane, on the separation of the 

threads ; pata-sadbhava-an-upalabdhi-vat, like the non¬ 
perception of the existence of fabric tat-an-upalabdih, its non¬ 

perception ; 


436. Things, some say, do not possess a reality if they are 
separated from our thoughts, just as there is no reality ina web separated 
from its threads. 


The objection is this:— 

Things do not possess a reality independent of our thoughts just 
as a web does not possess a reality independent of its threads. Hence 
it is our thoughts alone that are real, external things are all unreal. 
[This aphorism refers to the doctrine of the Yogachara Buddhist 
philosophy explained in the Lankavatara Sutra. ] * 

n 9 i ^ i h 

vyahata-tvat, being obstructed a-hetuh, not a mark. 

437. The reason, we reply, is not good as it hurts itself. 


(gtsr, ^ fo) 

5^311 | 

swraarc <rffcrEf, m 11 
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■ The Naiyayika says that his opponent's reason, viz., that things* 
do not possess a reality if they are separated from our thoughts,, 
is self-destructive because if things are capable of being separated from, 
oar thoughts they cannot tie said to be unreal, and on the other hand 
if things are unreal they are incapable-of being separated from our 
thoughts. The opponent commits a contradiction by saying that things- 
are unreal and at the same time by going to separate them from our 
thoughts. 

« 2 \ ^ \ yz w 

tat-asraya-tvat, because an effect is dependent on the cause; 
a-prithak-grahanam, non-apprehension as separate. 

438. There is, we reply, no separate perception of a refuge and: 
its refugee. 

A web being the refuge of its threads, the perception of the former 
includes that of the latter so that there are no separate perceptions of 
them. If our thoughts were the refuge of external things, then there 
would be no separate perceptions of them. Bot the opponent's argu¬ 
ment, viz., that "if things are separated from orar thoughts," makes 
it manifest that our thoughts are not the refuge of external things-. 

% \ ^ i ^ u 

wjwra: pramdna-tah, by means of proof ; ^ cha, and ; 
artha-pratipatteh, because of establishment of object. 

439 And things are established by evidences. 

The reality of things is proved by evidences such as perception. 
Every thing requires an evidence for its establishment. The very asser¬ 
tion that " things are not real if they cannot be separated from our 
thoughts" must be based on an evidence if it is to commend itself to our 
acceptance. Hence we cannot deny things if they are establised by evi¬ 
dences. 

« » i ^ \ \° w 

inHmrgwg'nftwrr** pramdna-an-upapatfci-upapatti-bhyam,.by reason 
of application and non-application of proofs. 

440. The non-reality of things is demonstrated neither by evidence 
nor without them. 1 ... 
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The proposition that "there is nothing" cannot be proved in any 
way. If you say that there is an evidence to prove it, yon hurt your 
own proposition, -viz., that, there is nothing. If again you say that there 
is no evidence, how do you tlien establish your porposition ? 

jmrro^UTivmw: u »i ^ i ^ n 

svapna-visaya-abhimana-vat, like the idea of objects 
seen in a dream ; ayam, this ; pST#n8Siite!T&Hi'Fl{ -prameya- 

abhimanah, idea of proof and the object of proof. 

441. The concept of the means and the objects of knowledge, 
says some one, bears analogy to that of things appearing in a dream. 

The means and the objects of knowledge are as delusive as things 
appearing in a dream. 

[ The aphorism 4-2-31 and 4-2-32 evidently refer to the Buddhist 
doctrine of "non-reality" expounded in the Arya Upali-priccha-Sa- 
madhi raja-sfttra, Arya-gagana-ganja-sutra, Madhyainika-sutra, Arya-rat- 
navali, Lalitavistara-sutra and other Mahajana works,*] 

mn: II V I ^ I ^ II 

maya-gandharva-uagara-mriga-trisnika-vat, 
like illusion, the city of the celestial musicians, and mirage ; va, or. 

442. It may, continues the objector, be likened to jugglery, the 
city of the celestial quiristers or a mirage. 

The m-eans and the objects of knowledge are as unreal as things ex¬ 
hibited in jugglery, etc. 

f g w reefin g: u » i ^ i w » 

hetu-a-bhavat, owing to non existence of cause ; 
a-siddhih non-proof. 

® *T«rr ttrrr i 

Madhyamika-Sutraj Chap. VII;’ 

sr?hr Jtitrr gftpf i 

( Quoted in MadhyamikA Vritti, p. 37), 

JIPTT Sfifr fWc'T? I CArya-Up4lipr*coha, quoted in M. V. 63) 

l ( Arya-SamiUlhiraja- 

Bhattaraka quoted in M.kdkaiaik& VfiUi, Chap. XXI.) 
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443. This cannot, we reply, be proved, as there is no reason 

for it. 

There is no reason that the concept of the means and the objects of 
knowledge should bear an analogy to the concept of things appearing in 
a dream but not to that of things appearing in our wakeful state. If 
you, to prove the unrealty of things in a dream, adduce the reason that 
these are not perceived in our wakeful state, we would, to prove the reality 
of the means and the objects of knowledge, adduce the reason that these 
are perceived in our wakeful state. 

u s? i ^ i n 

srnriti-sankalpa-vat, like memory and imagination; cha, 
and svapna-visaya-abhimanah, idea of object seen in a 

dream. 

444. The concept of things in a dream arises in the same way 
as remembrance and imagination. 

The things that appear in a dream are not unreal. We can conceive 
of them in a dream just as we can do in our wakeful state. Our concept 
of things in the dream is due to our memory and imagination. 

It is by a reference to the knowledge in our wakeful condition, 
that we ascertain our knowlenge in the dream to be unreal. But in the 
event of there being only one condition, viz., that of wakefulness, the ana¬ 
logy to the dream would not be appropriate. 

i RmrarrmT- 

cr n ? i ^ i ^\t u 

mithya-upalabdhi-vinasah, destruction of false per¬ 
ception or cognition ; (nWPTRI tattva-jfianat, from knowlege of reality ; 

svapna-visaya-abhimana-pranasa-vat, like the des¬ 
truction of the idea of things seen in a dream ; irfwh? prati-bodhe, on 
awakening, 

445. Our false apprehension is destroyed by a knowledge of the 
truth, just as our concept of objects in a dream comes to an end on our 
awaking. 

In the case of jugglery, the city of the celestial quiristers and 
the mirage, our apprehension, if it is false, consists of our imputing "that" 
to what is "not that" just as when we mistake a post fora man. The 
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objects of the apprehension are, however, not unreal, inasmuch as they 
arise from our memory and imagination. 

Jugglery (maya) consists of a false apprehension produced in others 
by an artifice through the use of materials similar to those originally 
announced by him. 

Just as our concept of objects in a dream passes away as soon as We 
are awake, so also our false apprehension of objects disappears as soon as 
We attain a true knowledge of those objects. 

II ? I ^ l \\ u 

3^: buddheh, of the understanding, of (false) knowledge; cha, also; 
evam, likewise ftfiHrtnrortosrain't niinittarsadbhava-upalambhat, from 
perception of cognition of the cause and its existence. 

446. There is therefore no denial of false knowledge, inas¬ 
much as we perceive that there is a cause for that knowledge. 

It has already been shown that our concept of objects in a dream is 
Unreal, inasmuch as we do not actually perceive them at that time* but 
that the objects of the dream are not unreal, inasmuch as they arise from 
our memory and imagination. In fact, the objects that give rise to false 
knowledge are never unreal, although the knowledge itself may be false. 

lattva-pradhana -bhedat, owing to the distinction of the 
reality and the primary idea or appearance; mithya-buddheh,of 

false knowledge; dvai-vidhya-upapattih,proofoftwofoldness. 

447* And false knowledge involves a two-fold character on 
Btecount Of the distinction between the essence and appearance of its 
object. 

When we mistake a post for a man, our knowledge assumes the 
form "that is man." Our knowledge of the post, in so far as it is called 
"that", is a true knowledge, but in so far as it is described as "man", 
is a false knowledge. This falsity of knowledge is duetooour recognition 
of certain properties common to tha post and the man. 

u » i ^ i u 

*mrr*fa$Hn¥!TTOTiT samadhi -visesa-abhyasat, from the practice of a 
particular contemplation. 


22 
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448. The knowledge of truth is rendered habitual by a special 
practice of meditation. 

Meditation is the soul's union with the mind abstracted from the 
-senses whose contact with objects does not produce any perception. The 
knowledge of the truth is rendered habitual by the repeated practice of 
thismaditation. 

» 9 i ^ i 11 

na, no ; artha-visesk-prabalyat, owing to predomin¬ 

ance of certain objects. 

4-19. Meditation, some say, is not practicable by reason of the 
predominance of certain external objects. 

There are innumerable obstacles to meditation, e. g., hearing the 
thundering noise of a cloud, one is prevented from practising meditation. 

II 9 I ^ I 9° II 

ksut-adi-bhih, by hunger,etc. ; JT^»Tiq[ pravarttanat, from 
incitement ; ^ cha, and. 

450. And by reason of our being impelled to action by hunger, 
etc. 

Hunger and thirst, heat and cold, disease, etc. sometimes prevent 
us from practising meditation. 

II 9 I ^ I 9^ II 

purva-krita-phala-anubandhat, from sequence of 
fruits of previous acts ; tat-utpattih, its production, 

451. It arises, we reply, through possession of the fruits of our 
former worlds. 

We acquire a habit of practising meditation in consequence of our 
good deeds of a previous life. 

tlTJTT^n^q^: II 9 I ^ I 9^ II 

aranya-guha-puliua-adi-su, in forests, caves and 
river bank ; yoga-abhyaaa-upadesah, instruction of the prac¬ 

tice of yoga or contemplation. 

452. We are instructed to practise meditation in such places as 
a forest, a cave or a sand-bank. 
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The meditation practised in these places is nob seriously disturbed 
by any obstacle, 

ii a i ^ i 93 u 

apavarge, in release ; wfif api, also; ^ evam, similar ; 
prasangah, implication. 

453. Such possibilities may occur even in release. 

Even a person who has attained release may be disturbed by the 
violence of an external object. 

^ II ? I ^ I w n 

*t na, no ; nispanna-avasyambhavi-tvat, being in¬ 

evitable only where (a body has already been) formed. 

454. It is, we reply, not so, because knowledge must spring, up 
only in a body already in the state of formation. 

A violent external object produces knowledge only in a body which 
has been formed, in consequence of our previous deeds, and which is 
endowed with senses, etc. 

h % i ^ i w ir 

tat-abhavah, its non-existence ; ^ cha, and ; apa-varge,, 

in release. 

455. And there is absence of a body in our release*.. 

Our merits and demerits having already been exhausted, we cannot? 
get a body after we have attained release. Release is the perfect freedom 
from all sufferings : it consists in a complete destruction of all the seeds 
and seats of sufferings. 

.n $ i ^ i ^ « 

tat-artham, to that end; yama-niyarnabhyam,by 

means of external and internal self-control ; atma-samsk A ra A 

purification of the soul ; sfcptl^ yogat, from treatise on yoga or contempla¬ 
tion ; q cha, and; adhyatma-vidhi-upayaib, by means* o£ 

injunctions and practices regarding the soui. 
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456. For that purpose there should be a purifying of our soul 
by abstinence from evil and observance of certain duties as well as by 
following the spiritual injunctions gleaned from the Yoga institute. 

ID order to attain release we must practise meditation after the soul 
has been purified by oar abstinence , etc. The injunctions gleaned from 
the Yoga institute refer to penances, the controlling of our breaths, the 
fixing of our mind, etc. 

u & i ^ » y* u 

Vmitimnil jnana-grahana-abhyasah, study of the science of the 
sonl and constant application to it ; i tat-vidyaih, with those who are 
versed in it; cha, and ; Sf saha, with ; samvadah, conversation. 

457. To secure release, it is necessary to study and follow this 
treatise on knowledge as well as to hold discussions with those learned 
in that treatise. 

The spiritual injunctions furnished by the Yoga institute cannot be 
properly assimilated unless we have already acquired a true knowledge 
of the categories explained in the Nyaya Sastra. It is therefore very 
useful to study the Nyaya Sastra and to hold discussions with persons 

a 

learned in the Sastra. 

?f *=*- 

II 8 i ^ I 9G u 

ft tarn conversation ; sisya-guru-sabrah- 

machari-visista-sreyorthibhih, with disciples, preceptors, fellow students,, 
and seekers after the supreme good ; wgfttfin; an-asuyibhih, with unen- 
vioua; abhyupeyat, resort to. 

458. One should enter upon discussions with unenvious persons, 
such as disciples, preceptors, iellow-students and seekers of the 
summum bonum. 

The epithet "unenvious" excludes those who do not seek truth but 
desire victory. Discussion has been defined in aphorism 1—2—1. 

m u 9 i ^ i k it 

jrffcnrtW pratipaksa-hinam, without advancing opposition ; api 
even ; Jr va, or ; Jttnwpj prayojana-artham, far the sake of the purpose ; 

arthi-tve, where one needs it, 
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459. In case of a necessity for the search of troth, discussion 
may be held even without an opposing side. 

A person desirous of knowledge may submit his views for exami¬ 
nation by simply expressing his curiosity for truth without an attempt 
to establish the views. 

ii a i ^ i s*° ii 

awwrwradHjrattf tattva-adhyavasaya aamraksana-artham, for the sake 
of the conservation of the true and certain knowledge about reality ; irgsty. 

jalpa-vitande, sophistry and cavil; vija-praroha-sam 

raksana-artham, for the sake of the preservation of the shoots from seeds ; 
q towrranwffra t kantaka-sakha-avarana-vat, like the fencing Or covering of 
thorns and branches. 

460. Wranglings and cavils may be employed to keep up our 
zeal for truth just as fences of thorny boughs are used to safeguard 
the growth of seeds. 

Certain talkative people propound philosophies which are mutually 
opposed, while others violate all sense of rectitude out of a bias for their 
own side. Seeing that these people have not attained true knowledge 
and are not freed from faults, we may, in our disputation against them, 
employ wranglings and cavils which do not in themselves deserve any 
profit or encomium. 

u » i ^ i sr ii 

ntiart tabhydm, by means of them, sophistry and cavil; faijir vigr- 
ihya, for overcoming ; pi kathanam, statement. 

461. Sophistry and cavil should be employed also in declaring 
the truth to overcome the attack of the erratic. 
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Book V—CHAPTER I. 

Wrqftr ^ajTO^an|^fqr«r&- 

aiTOfaWwfawf JKTOinfijswiF sfagg reng gq fa . tf^ier- 

rq^Tq'ngWs^gq^fsVlf^aiiBrSJ Vl«raai: sadharmya-vaidhar- 
mya-utkarsa-apakaraa-varnya-avarnya-vikalpa-sadhya-prapti-aprapti-pra- 
sanga-pratidristanta-anatpatti-samsaya-prakarana-ahetu-arthapatti-avise- 
sa-upaptti-upalabdhi-annpalabdhi-nitya-anitya-karya-samah, identicals 
in respect of resemblance, difference, addition, subtraction, questionable, 
unquestionable, alternative, thing to be established, presence, absence, 
regression, counter-example, non-production, doubt, topic, non-reason, 
presumption, non-difference, demonstration, perception, non-perception* 
eternal, non-eternal, and effect. 

462. Futilities are as follows:—(1) Balancing the homogeneity, 
(2) balancing the heterogeneity, (3) balancing an addition, (4) balancing 
a subtraction, (5) balancing the questionable, (6) balancing the 
unquestionable, (7) balancing the alternative. (8) balancing the 
reciprocity, (9) balancing the co-presence, (10) balancing the mutual 
absence, (11) balancing the infinite regression, (12) balancing the 
counterexample, (13) balancing the non-produced, (14) balancing the 
doubt, (15) balancing the controversy, (10) balancing the non-reason, 
(17) balancing the presumption, (18) balancing the non-difference, 
(19) balancing the non-demonstration, (20) balancing the perception, 
(21) balancing the non-perception, (22) balancing the non-etemality„ 
(23) balancing the eternality and (24) balancing the effect. 

Futility, which is a fallacious argument, has been in general terms 
defined in af.horism 1-2-18. The twentyfour kinds of futility enunciated 
here will each be defined in due course. The fallacious characters of the 
twentyfour kinds will also be exposed in separate aphorisms. 

u r i \ i ^ ii 
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sadharmya-vaidharmya-bhyam, by means of resem¬ 
blance and difference ; 3<WffT$ upasamliare, in case of a conclusion ; 
faKTZtfctTW: tat-dharma-viparyaya-upapatteh, on account of the absence 
of that characteristic ; ST if sadharmya-vaidharmya-samau, 

identicals in respect of resemblance and difference. 


463. If against an argument based on a homogeneous or 
heterogeneous example one offers an opposition based on the same 
kind of example, the opposition will be called "balancing the 
homogeneity" or "balancing the heterogeneity". 

Balancing the homogeneity .— A certain person, to prove the non- 
•eternality of sound, argues as follows:— 

Sound is non-eternal, 

* Because it is a product, 

like a pot. 


A certain other person offers the following futile opposition:— 


Sound is eternal, 
because it is incorporeal, 
like the sky. 

The argument, viz., sound is non-eternal, is based on the homo¬ 
geneity of sound with the non-eternal pot on the ground of both being pro¬ 
ducts. The opposition, viz., sound is eternal, is said to be based on 
the homogeneity of sound with the eternal sky on the alleged ground of 
both being incorporeal. This sort of opposition, futile as it is, is called 
"balancing the homogeneity", which aims at showing an equality of the 

arguments of two sides in respect of the homogeneity of examples 

«• 

employed by them. 

Balancing the heterogeneity .—A certain person, to prove the non-eter- 
nality of sound, argues as follows:—• 

Sound is non-eternal, 
because it ia a product, 

whatever is not non-eternal is not a product, 
• as the sky. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus:— 

Sound is eternal, 
because it is incorporeal, 
whatever .is nut eternal is not incorporeal, 

as a pot. 
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The argumentt,viz., sound is non-eternal, is based on the heterogeneity 
of sound from the not-non-eternal sky, which are mutually incompatible. 
The opposition, viz., sound is eternal, is said to be based on the heteroge¬ 
neity of sound from the not-incorporeal pot which are alleged to be in¬ 
compatible with each other. This sort of opposition, futile as it is, is called 
•'balancing the heterogeneity", which aims at showing an equality of 
the arguments of two sides in respect of the heterogeneity of examples 
employed by them. 

u st i * i * n 

go-tvat, from bovineness, the generic idea of a cow ; 
go-siddhi-vat, like the proof of a cow ; tat-siddhih, its proof. 

464. That is, we say, to be established like a cow through 
cowhood (or cow-type). 

The Naiyayika says:—If the opposition referred to in the previous 
aphorism is to be valid it must be based on the example, homogeneous 
or heterogeneous, exhibiting a universal connection between the reason and 
the predicate such as we discern between a cow and coWhood or a universal 
disconnection between the reason and the absence of the predicate such aa 
we discern between a cow and absence of cowhood. In the argument— 
«sound is non-eternal, because it is a product, like a pot", the homogeneous 
example "pot" exhibits a universal connection between productivity 
and non-eternality, all products being non-eternal, but in the opposition 
—"sound is eternal, because it is incorporeal, like the sky"—the homo¬ 
geneous example "sky" does not exhibit a universal connection between 
incorporeality and eternality because there are things, such as intellect 
or knowledge, which are incorporeal but not eternal. A similar obser¬ 
vation is to be made with regard to the opposition called "balancing the 
heterogeneity." In the opposition "sound is eternal, because it is incor¬ 
poreal, whatever is not eternal is not incorporeal, as a pot", the 
heterogeneous example "pot" does not exhibit a universal disconnection 
between incorporeality and absence of eternality because there are 
things, such as intellect or knowledge, which are incorporeal but not 
eternal. 

n * i » n 
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sadhya-dristantayoh. of the thing to be established and 
the example ; dharrna-vikalpat, from exchange or mutual tran¬ 
sfer of properties: ubhay a-sadhy a-tvat, both being in need of 

proof; ^ cha, and: WOTIlWWlWWWSIWKWn! utkarsa-apakarsa-varnya- 
avarflya-vikalpa-sadhya-satnah, identicals in respect of addition, subtra¬ 
ction , doubtful, not-doubtful. alternative and the thing to be established. 

465, The subject and example alternating their characters or 
both standing in need of proof, there occur (futilities called) "balancing 
an addition", "balancing a subtraction", "balancing the questionable", 
"balancing the unquestionable", "balancing the alternative" and 
"balancing the reciprocity. 

Balancing an addition .—If against an argument based on a certain 
character of the example one offers an opposition based on an additional 
character thereof, the opposition will be called "balancing an addition." 

A certain person, to prove the non-eternality of sound, argues 
as follows:— 


Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 

like a pot. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus:— 

Sound is non-eternal (and corporeal), 
because it is a product, 

like a pot (which is non-eternal as well as corporeal). 

The opponent alleges that if sound is non-eternal like a pot, it 
dust also be corporeal like it: if it is not corporeal let it be also not 
non-eternal. This sort of futile opposition is called "balancing an 
addition" which aims at showing an equality of the argument of two 
sides in respect of an additional character (possessed by the example and 
attributed to the subject). 

Balancing a subtraction —If against an argument based on a 
certain character of the example one offers an opposition based on 
another character wanting in it, the opposition will be called "balancing 
a subtraction." 

A certion person, to prove the non-eternality of sound, argues 

as follows:— 


23 
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'Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 

like a pot. 

A certain other person -offers the following futile opposition:—• 
Sound 'is non-eternal but not audible), 
because it is a product, 

like a pot (which is non-eternal but not audible.) 

The opponent alleges that if sound is non-eternal like a pot, it 
cannot be audible, for a pot is not audible; and if sound is still held to 
be audible, let it be also not non-eternal. This sort of futile opposition is 
called "balancing a subtraction" which aims at showing an equality of 
the arguments of two sides in respect of a certain character wanting in 
the example (and consequently also in the subject). 

Balancing the questionable —If one opposes an argument by main¬ 
taining that the character of the example is as questionable as that of the 
subject, the opposition will be called "balancing the questionable." 

A certain person, to prove the non-eternality of sound, argues 
as follows:— 

Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 
like a pot. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus:—• 

A pot is non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 
like sound. 

The opponent alleges that if the non-eternality of sound is called in 
question, why is not that of the pot too called in question, as the pot 
and sound are both products ? His object is to set aside the argument 
on the ground of its example being of a questionable character. This 
sort of futile opposition is called "balancing the questionable" which 
aims at showing an equality of the arguments of two sides in respect 
of the questionable character of the subject as well as of the example. 

Balancing the unquestionable .—If one opposes an argument by 
alleging that the character of the subject is as unquestionable as that 
of the example, the opposition will be called "balancing the unques¬ 
tionable." 
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A certain person, to- prove the non-eternaJity of sound, argues as 
fellows:.— 

Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is a. product, 
like a pot. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus: — 

A pot is non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 
like sound. 

The opponent alleges that if the non-eternality of a pot is held to 
ae unquestionable, why is not that of sound too held to be so, as the pot 
and sound are both products ? His object is to render the argument 
unnecessary on the ground of its subject,' being of an unquestionable, 
character. This sort of futile opposition- is-called " balancing the 
unquestionable" which aims at? showing the equality of the argu¬ 
ments of two sides in respect of the unquestionable character of the 
example as well as of the subject. 

Balancing the alternative .—If one opposes an argument by attri¬ 
buting alternative character to the subject and the example, the opposi¬ 
tion will be called " balancing the alternative," 

A certain person, to prove the non -etemality of sound, argues-as. 
follows:— 

Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 
like a pot. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus; — 

Sound is eternal and formless 
because it is a product, 

like a pot (which is-non-eternal and has forms). 

The opponent alleges that the, pot and sound are both produets 
yet one has form and the other is formless : why on the same principle 
is not one (the pot) non-eternal and the other (sound) eternal? This sort 
of futile opposition is called "balancing the alternative" which aims 
at showing an equality of the arguments of two sides in respect of 
alternative characters attributed to the subject and example. 
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Balancing the reciprocity .—If one opposes an argument by alleging 
a reciprocity of the subject and the example, the opposition will be 
called "balancing the reciprocity." 

A certain person, to prove the non-eternality of sound, argues as 
follows: — 

Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 
like a pot. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus: — 

A pot is non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 
like sound. 

The opponent alleges that the pot and sound being both products 
one requires proof for its non-eternality as much as the other does. 
Sound is to be proved non-eternal by the example of a pot and the pot 
is to be proved non-eternal by the example of sound. This leads 
to a reciprocity of the pot (example) and sound (subject) resulting in 
no definite conclusion as to the eternalifcy or non-eternality of sound. 
This sort of futile opposition is called " balancing the reciprocity" which 
brings an argument to a stand-still by alleging the reciprocity of the 
subject and the example. 

kifichit, partial ; giSTJWifcj sadharmy&t, from resemblance ; 9^- 
frrfsaj: upasamh&ra-aiddheh, from proof of the conclusion; vaidha* 

rmy&t, from difference ; «rsrfa%?: a-prati^edhah, non-contradiction, 

466. This is, we say, no opposition because there is a difference 
between the subject and the example although the conclusion is drawn 
from a certain equality, of their characters. 

The Naiyfcyika says:—The futilities called "balancing an addition," 
"balancing a subtraction," "balancing the questionable," "balancing 
the unquestonable" and "balancing the alternative" are all based 
on the false supposition of a complete equality of the subject and the 
example. Though there is no denial of an equality of the subject and 
the example in certain characters, there is indeed a great difference 
between them in other characters. 
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Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 
like a pot. 

In this argument although there is an equality of "sound" and 
"pot" in respect of their being both products, there is a great difference 
between them in other respects. A cow possesses some characters in 
common with a bos qavaeus but there is no complete identity between them. 
No body can commit the futilities mentioned above if he bears in mind 
the equality of the subject and the example only in those characters which 
are warranted by the reason (middle term). In the case of the futility called 
"balancing an addition" it is clear that the equality supposed to exist 
between the pot and sound in respect of corporeality is not warranted by 
the reason (viz. being a product), because there are things, such as 
intellect or knowledge, which are products but not corporeal. Similarly 
with regard to the futility called "balancing a subtraction," the reason 
(viz. being a product) does not justify an equality of sound and pot in 
respect of their being not audible. As regards the futilities called 
"balancing the questionable" and "balancing the unquestionable,” we 
cannot ignore the difference between the subject and the example without 
putting an end to all kinds of inference. The futility called "balanc¬ 
ing the alternative" introduces an equality between the pot and sound 
in respect of a character (viz. being eternal) which is not warranted by 
the reason, viz. being a product. 

?n«rtra^9jtf u it i \ i ^ u 

s&dhya-atideG&fc, from extension of the thing to be establ¬ 
ished ; q cha, and; jeFrftwS: dri?t4nta-upapatteh, because of proof of the 
example, 

467. And because the example happens to surpass the subject. 

The futility called "balancing the reciprocity" is based on the 
false supposition that the example stands exactly on the same footing as 
the subject. But that one surpasses the other is evident from aphorism 
1-1-25 which states that the example does not stand in need of proof 
as to its characters. 

Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 
like a pot. 
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In this argument sound (the subject) may not be known by aoraa- 
to be non-eternal but a pot (the example) is known by all to be a product 
as well as non-eternal. "Balancing the reciprocity" is therefore a falla¬ 
cious argument. 

intr^T II H i \ 1 to II 

pr&pya, reaching, covering ; sAdhyam, the thing to ba- 

established ; STSTUSl a-prApya, not reaching ; nr vA, or ; fffU hetoh, of the 
mark or reason ; *n*r*H prAptyA, by the fact of covering or co-extension ; 
wfaBrergr*! a vi6i$ta-tvAt, being undistinguished or identical ; snTresn a-prA- 
ptyA, by reason of non-co extension ; a sAdhaka-tvAt, not being 

a means of establishment ; ^ cha, and ; prApti-apr&pti-samau, 

identicals in respect of presence au<l absence. 

468. If against an argument based on the co-presence of the 
reason and the predicate or on the mutual absence of them one oilers 
an opposition based on the same kind of co-presence or mutual 
absence, the opposition will, on account of the reason being non- 
distinguished from or being non-conducive to the predicate, be called, 
"balancing the co-presence" or " balancing the mutual absence." 

Balancing the co-presence .—If against an argument based on the co¬ 
presence of the reason and the predicate, one offers an opposition based, 
on the same kind of co-presence, the opposition will, on account of the 
reason being non-distinguished from the predicate, be called " balancing 
the co-presence." 

A certain person, to prove that there is fire in the hill, argues as 
follows:— 

The hill has fire, 
because it has smoke, 
like a kitchen. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus:— 

The hill has smoke, 
because it has fire, 
like a kitchen. 
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The arguer has taken the smoke to be the reason and the fire to be 
the predicate. The opponent raises a question as to whether the smoke 
is present at the same site which is occupied by the fire or is absent from 
that site. If the smoke is present with the fire at the same site, there 
remains, according to the opponent, no criterion to distinguish the 
reason from the predicate. The smoke is, in his opinion, as muoh a 
reason for the fire as the fire for the smoke. This sort of futile opposi¬ 
tion is called ''balancing the co-presence" which aims at stopping an 
argument on the alleged ground of the co-presence of the reason and the 
predicate. 

Balancing the mutual absence .—If against an argument based on 
the mutual absence of the reason and the predicate, one offers an opposi¬ 
tion based on the same kind of mutual absence, the opposition will, on 
account of the reason being non-conducive to the predicate, be called 
-"balancing the mutual absence." 

A certain person, to prove that there is fire in the hill, argues as 
follows:— 

The hill has fire, 
because it has smoke, 
like a kitchen. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus:— 

The hill has smoke, 
because it has fire, 
like a kitchen. 

The opponent asks: "Is the srnoke to be.regarded as the reason 
because it is absent from the site of the fire ?" "Such a supposition 10 
indeed absurd." The reason cannot establish the predicate without 
being connected with it, just as a lamp cannot exhibit a thing which is 
not within its.reach. If a reason unconnected with the predicate could 
establish the latter, then the fire could be as much the reason tor the 
smoke as the smoke for the tire. This sort of futile opposition is called 
"balancing the mutual absence" which aims at bringing an argument 
to a close on the alleged ground of the mutual absence of the reason and 
the predicate. 
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ghata-Adi-nispatti-darSanAt, from the observation of 
the production of the pot and the like ; ptdane, in the case of oppr¬ 
ession ; V cha, and ; wf*rqtTTCt abhichArat, from spells ; MJTftrc^t a-prati§e- 
dha(t, non-contradiction. 

469. This is, we say, no opposition because we find the production 
of pots by means of clay as well as the oppression of persons by 
spells. 


A potter cannot produce a pot without getting clay within his 
reach but an exorcist can destroy persons by administering spells from 
a distance. Hence it is clear that a thing is accomplished sometimes by 
the cause being present at its site and sometimes by being absent from 
it. "Balancing the co-presence" and "balancing the mutual absence' 1 
which attach an undue importance to the proximity or remoteness of 
sites, are therefore totally fallacious arguments. 


{jpgrarc* 
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w — * 

jj[KMW dri^t&ntaaya, of the example ; k4rana-an-apa- 

defiat, from non-application of the cause ; prati-arasthauAt, from 

counter-opposition ; ^ cha, and ; JrfofOT&T prati-dristaufcena, by a counter¬ 
example ; prasahga-pratidri^jAnta-aamau, identicals in 

respect of regression and counter-example. 


470. If one opposes an argument on the ground of the example 
having been established by a series of reasons or on the ground of the 
existence of a mere counter-example, the oppostion will be called 
"balancing the infinite regression" or "balancing the counter¬ 
example." 

Balancing the infinite regression .—A certain person, to prove the 
non-eternality of sound, argues as follows:— 

Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 
like a pot. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus:— 

If sound is proved to be non-eternal by the example of a pot, how 
is the pot again to be proved as non-eternal? The reason which proves 
the non-eternality of the pot is to be proved by a further reason. This 
gives rise to an infinite regression which injures the proposition "sound 
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is non eternal" not lest than the proposition "sound is eternal." This 
dort of futile opposition is culled "balancing the infinite regression" 
Which aims at stopping an argument by introducing an infinite regression 
which is said to beset the example. 

Balancing the counter-example .—A certain person, to prove the non- 
eternality of soand, argues as follows :— 


Sound ifi non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 
like a pot. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus:— 
Sound is eternal, 
like the sky. 


The opponent alleges that if sound is held to be non-eternal by the 
example of a pot, why it should not be held to be eternal by the example' 
of the sky? if the example of the sky is set aside, let the example of 
the pot too be set aside. This sort of futile opposition is called "balanc¬ 
ing the counter-example" which aims at setting aside an argument 
by the introduction of a counter-example. 



II * I \ \ » 


pradipa-up&d&na prasnga nivntti-vftt, like the 
cessation of the need for a collection of lamps ; tat-viaivfitti^, 

its cessation. 


47h The example does not, we say, require a series of reasons 
for its establishment just as a lamp does not require a series of lamps 
to be brought in for its illumination. 


The Naiyayika says;— 


An example is a thing the characters of which are wellknown to an 
ordinary man as well as to an expert. It does not require a series of 
reasons to reveal its own character or to reveal the character of the sub¬ 
ject with which it stands in the relation of homogeneity or heterogeneity. 
In this respect it resembles a lamp which illumines itself as well as the 
things lying within its reach. 

Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 
l ik e a pot, 

24 
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In this argument the pot is the example which is so well-known that 
it requires no proof as to its being a product or being non-eternal. 

Hence the opposition called "balancing the infinite regression 1 ' 
•is not founded on a sound basis. 


^ n * i \ < \\ u 

pratidrist&nta-hetu-tve, the counter-example being a 
reason ; ^ cha, and j * na, not ; a-hetuh, not a reason ; dfi^tftn- 

tah, the example. 

472. The example, we say, cannot be set aside as unreasonable 
only because a counter-example is advanced as the reason. 

The Naiyayika says:— 

The opponent must give a special reason why the counter-example 
should be taken as specially fitted to lead to a conclusion and the example 
should not be taken as such. Until such a special reason is given, the 
counter-example cannot be accepted as leading to a definite conclusion. 
In fact-a mere counter-example without a reason (middle term) attending 
it cannot be conducive to any conclusion. Hence we must rely on an 
example attended by reason but not on a counter-example unattended by 
reason. 

Sound is eternal, 
like the sky. 

This opposition which is founded on a mere counter-example is 
therefore to be rejected as unreasonable. 


srmcTrr: 
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StT^ piAk, prior ■ utpatteh, to production ; k&rana- 

abhAvht, from the non-existence of the cause; an-utpatti-aamab, 

identical in respect of non-production. 


473. If one opposes an argument on the ground of the property 
connoted by the reason being absent from the thing denoted by the 
subject while it is not yet produced, the opposition will be called 
"balancing the non-produced." 


A certain person, to prove that sound is non-eternal, argues as 
follows:— 
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Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is an effect of effort, 
like a pot. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus: — 

Sound is eternal, 

because it is a non-effect of effort, 
like the sky. 

The opponent alleges that the property connoted by the reason . 
viz., being an effect of effort, is not predicable of the subject, viz, 
sound (while it is not yet produced). Consequently sound is not non¬ 
eternal, it imist then be eternal. There is, according to the opponent, 

an apparent agreement between the two sides as to the sound being non- 

* 

eternal on account of its being a non-effect-of-effort. This sort of futile 
opposition is called "balancing the non-produced" which pretends 
to show an equality of the argument of two- sides assuming the thing, 
denoted by the subject to he as yet non-produced. 

t.&fchA-bh&.vat f from the nature given to a thirig whan it is 
produced ; 3V<J3f?T utpannasya, of the thing produced ; k&raija- 

npapatteh, owing to proof of the cause'; na.not; k&r&na-pra- 

tigedhah, contradiction of the cause. * 

K 

474. This is, we say, no opposition against our reason so welt 
predicable of the subject which becomes as such only when it is produced. 

The Naiyayika disposes of the futile opposition called, "balancing 
the non-produced" by stating that the subject can become as each only 
when it is produced, and that there is then no obstacle to the property 
of the reason being predicated of it. The opposition, viz., "sound 
(while non produced) is- eternal, because it is not then an effect of effort," 
carries no weight with it, since we do not take the sound to be the subject 
before it is produced. Sound, while it is produced, is certainly an effect 
of effort and aa such is non-eternal. 



«st i \ t [S a 
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OnTTOgfremt- s&mftnya-dHst&nt&yoJi, o£ the genns and the (individual 
put forward as) example ; aindriyaka-tve, being sensible ; Wflrif 

satnAne, equally ; nitya-anitya-Badharmyftt, from resembl¬ 

ance of things eternal (genus) and non-eternal (individual); {fcpnJW sant- 
saya-samah, identical in respect of doobt. 

475. If one opposes an argument on the ground of a doubt arising 
from the homogeneity of the eternal and the non-etemal consequent on 
the example and its genus (or type) being equally objects of perception 
the oppositon will be called "balancing the doubt." 

A certain person, to prove the uon-eternality of sound, argues as 
follows:— 

Sound is non-eternal 
because it is a product, 
like a pot. 

A certain othei; person offers a futile opposition thus:— 

Sound is non-eternal or eternal (?) 

i 

because it is an object of perception, 
like a pot or pot-ness. 

Tho opponent alleges that sound is homogeneous with a pot as well 
as pot-ness inasmuch as both are objects of perception; but the pot 
being non-eternal and pot-ness (the genus of pots or pot-type) being eternal 
there arises a doubt as to whether the sound is non-eternal or eternal. 
This sort of futile opposition is called "balancing the doubt" which 
aims at rejecting an argument in consequence of a dout arising from 
the homogeneity of the etetnal and the non-eternal. 

tsrorrersbc * * i \ \ \y, » 

s&dharmyAt, from resemblance ; a&mfi&ye, donbt arising; 
»| na, and ; 8am§ayah, doubt; famrfq vaidhannyat, from difference ; 

STOW ubbaya-thi, in both ways ; bit v4, or ; sam&aye, doubt arising ; 

*The termfldmdnyain the sense of "general notion, genus or type" 
was evidently taken form the Vaisesika philosophy. 
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atyanta-samfiaya-prasangah, implication of upending 
doubt ; fownTOg'flnini nitya tva-an-abhyupagam&t, from non-admission 
of eternality ; w cha, and ; s&tn&nya-sya, of the genus j *niff!%W: a- 

pratijedhah, non-contradiction. 

476. This is, we say, no opposition because we do not admit that 
eternalitycan be established by the homogeneity with the genus : a 
doubt that arises from a knowledge of the homogeneity vanishes from 
that of the heterogeneity, and that which arises in both ways never ends. 

The Naiyayika says:— 

Sound cannot be said to be eternal on the mere ground of its homo¬ 
geneity wiUji pot-ness (the genus, of pots, or pot-type) but ippst be 
pronounced to be non-eternal on the ground, of its heterogeneity from 
the same in respect of being a product. Though on the score of 
homogeneity we may entertain doubt, as to whether sound is eternal 
or non-eternal, but on the score of heterogeneity we can pronounce it 
undoubtedly to be non-eternal. In this case we must bear in mind that 
we cannot ascertain the true nature of a thing unless we weigh it in 
respect pf its homogeneity with as well as heterogeneity from other 
things. If even then there remains any doubt as to its true nature, that, 

ii h i \ i \\ u 

*WTfn^»^fq[.ubJ»aya-B^d^amy&t, from,resemblance to both ; Bfawifff- 
prakriy&siddheh, because of proof of the operation (of the subject and 
its opposite); prakarape-semab, identical respect of the topic. 

477; "Balancing the controversy" is an opposition which is- 
conducted on the ground of homogeneity with (or heterogeneity from)- 
both sides. 

A certain person, to prov.e the non-eternality of suund, argues as, 
follows:— 

Bound is non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 

like a pot. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus:—• 

Hound is eternal, 
because it is audible, 
like sound-ness. 
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The opponent alleges that the propositon, viz sound is non-eternal, 
cannot be proved because the reason, viz. , audibility which is homo¬ 
geneous with both- sou-ad (which is non-eternal; and soundness (which is 
eternal), provo-kes the very controversy for the settlement of which it was- 
employed. This sort of futile opposition is culled "balancing the con¬ 
troversy" which hurts an argument by giving rise to the very controversy 
which was to be settled. 

amsra xtstoirof: 

it h i \i « 

uftpVtylQt prafcipaksAt, from the- counter-aubjoct ; prakaraija- 

siddheh, because of proof of thelopic ; JTfMhtnyrrftr; pratisedha^-an-upapa- 
ttih., non-proof ot the contradiction ; pratipak^a-u^apatteh,. 

becasne of proo-f of the counter-subject 

478. This is,, we say, no apposition because it provokes a 
controversy which has an opposing side. 

The Naiyayika says:—The opposition called "balancing the con¬ 
troversy" cannot set aside the main argument because it leada to a 
controversy which supports one side quite as strongly at it is opposed 
by the other aide-. 

n * i \ i w 

traik&Iya-a-siddheh, beoause of noa-operation in all tho 
three times ; yaft: hetoh, of the reason; vt&JCTi: a-hetu-aamah, identical 
in reBpect of non-reason. 

479. "Balmcing the non- reason" is an opposition which is based' 
on the reason being shown to be impossible at all the three times. 

A certain person, to prove the noa-eternality of sound, argues as. 
follows:— 

Sound is non-eternal', 
because it is a product, 
like a pot. 

Here "being a product" is the reason or sign for "being BOB- 
eternal" which is the predicate or significate. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus:— 
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The reason or sign in impossible at all the three times because it 
cannot precede, succeed, or be simultaneous with the predicate or 
Bignificate. 

(d) The reason (or sign) does not precede the predicate (or signi- 
ficafce) because the former gets its name only when it establishes the latter. 
It is impossible for the reason to be called as such before the establish 
ment of the predicate. 

(6) The reason (or sign) does not succeed the predicate(or significate) 
because what would be the use of the former if the latter existed already ? 

(c) The reason (or sign) and the predicate (or sighificate) cannot 
exist simultaneously for they will then be reciprocally connected like 
the right and lea horns of a cow. 

This sort of futile opposition is called 'balancing the non-reason " 
which aims at setting aside an argument by showing that the reason is 
impossible at all the three times. 

* |^5r: w m \ w 

it na, no ; hetu-tah, from the reason ; s&dhya-siddhefc, 

from the establishment of the thing to be established ■ traiki- 

lya-a-siddhih, non-proof of operation in the three times. 

480. There is, we say, no impossibility at the three times because 
the predicate or significate is established by the reason or sign. 

The Naiyayika says:—The knowledge of the knowable and the 
establishment of that which is to be established take place from reason 
which must precede that which is to be known and that which is to be 
established. 

ii h \ \ i n 

: prati?edha-an-upapattoh, from non-proof of contradiction 
or opposition ; prati^eddhavya-a-prati-fedhahi non-confcrad- 

iotion of the thing to be coi tndieted. 

481. There is, we further say, no opposition of that which is to 
be opposed, because the opposition itself is impossible at all the three 
times. 
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It being impossible for the opposition to precdde, succeed or be 
simultaneous with that which is to be opposed, the opposition itself is' 
invalid and consequently the original argument holds good. 

sfsrfararf: *r*T: ii h \ \ i ^ u 

arthSpatfj-tah, from presumption ; priti*pattj^ 

siddheh, from proof of counter-subject; anifaftTaw arthSpatti-aamel?, idea* 
tical in respect of presumption. 

482. If one advances an opposition on the basis of a presumptioil 

the opposition will be called "balancing the presumption." 

A certain person, to prove the non-eterndlity of sound, argues as 
follows:— 

Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 
like a pot. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus — 

Sound is presumed to be eternal, 
because it is incorporeal,' 
like the sky. 

The opponent alleges that if sound is non-eternal on account of its 
homogeneity with non-eternal things (e.g. in respect’of its being a pro¬ 
duct), it ntfay be conchided by presumption that souhd is eternal on' 
account of its homogenetiy with eternal things (e.g. in respect of its being 
incorporeal). This sort of futile opposition is called "balancing the 
presumption" which aims at stopping an argument by setting presump¬ 
tion as a balance against it. 

* st i \ i ^ # 

an-nkU-sya, 0 f thing not stated ; srafaft: arth&patte^, from 
presumption ; pnkga-h&neb, of injury to, or lost of, position ; 

n mpattih, proof, WJWsrcj an-uktatvAt, because it is unsaid; 
aic-mkantikia-tsAt, because of mUltifariousneei; fflifoh arth&patteh, of 

presumption. 
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483. If things unsaid could come by presumption, there would, 
we say, arise a possibility of the opposition itself being hurt on account 
of the presumption being erratic and conducive to an unsaid conclusion. 

Sound is eternal, 

because it is incorporeal, 
like the sky. 

If by presumption we could draw a conclusion unwarranted by the 
reason, we could from the opposition cited above draw the following 
conclusion:— 

Sound is presumed to be non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 
like a pot. 

This would hurt the opposition itself. In fact the presumption as 
adduced by tha opponent is erratic. If one says that "sound is 
non-eternal because of its homogeneity with non-eternal things", the pre- 
umption that naturally follows is that "sound is eternal because of its 
homogeneity with eternal things" and vice versa, There is no rule that 
presumption should be made in one case and not in the case opposed to 
it ; and in the event of two mutually opposed presumptions no definite 
conclusion would follow. Hence the opposition called "balancing the 
presumption" is untenable. 



II * \ \ I ^ W 

eka-dharma-upapatteh, from proof of one property j wrflj. 
aviSese, in case of non-difference ; sarva-avise^a-prasaii* 

g&fc, from implication of non-difference in all respects; aabdh&va- 

upapatteh, because of proof of existence ; stfitsfhwtT: a-viseja-aamah, iden¬ 
tical in respect of non-difference. 

484. If the subject and example are treated as non-different 
in respect of the possession of a certain property on account of their 
possessing in comir.on the property connoted by the reason, it follows 
as a conclusion that all things are mutually non-different in respect of 
the posse sion of every property on account of their being existent : this 
sort of opposition is called "balancing the non-difference." 

25 
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A certain person, to prove the non-eternatlity of sound, argues as 
follows:— 

Sound is non eternal, 

because it is a product, 
like a pot. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus: — 

If the pot and sound are treated as non-different in respect of non 
eternality in consequence of their both being products, it follows as a 
conclusion that all things are mutually non-different in respect of the 
possession of every property in consequence of their being existent. 
Therefore, no difference existing between the eternal and the non- 
-eternal, sound may be treated as eternal. This sort of opposition is called 
"balancing the non-difference" which aims at hurting an argument by 
assuming all things to be mutually non different. 

WIT. list I \ I $\\ 

ufal kva chit, in some cases ; dharma-anupapatteh, from 

non-proof of the property ; kva chit, m some cases ; * cha, and ; 

npapatteh, from proof j pratifedhft-abhftvat, absence of 

contradiction. 

485. This is, we say, no opposition because the property possess¬ 
ed in common by the subject and the example happens in certain insta¬ 
nces to abide in the reason while in other instances not to abide in it. 

Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 
like a pot. 

Here the pot and sound possessing in common the property of being 
a product are treated as non-different in respect of the possession of non- 
eternality. On the same principle if all things are treated as non-different 
in consequence of their being existent, we would like to know in what 
respect they are non-different. If they are treated as non-different is 
respect of non-eternality, then the argument would stand thus:— 

All things are non-eternal, 
because they are existent, 
like (?) 

In this argument "all things" being the subject, there is nothing 
left which may serve as an example. A part of the subject cannot be cited 
as the example because the example must be a well-established thing 
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while the subject is a thing which is-yet to be established. The argument, 
for want of an example; loads- to "no conclusion. In fact all things are 
not non-eternal since some at least are eternal. In other words, non- 
eternality abides in some existent things and- does not abide in other 
existent things. Hence all things are not mutually non-different and the 
opposition called "balancing the non-difference" is unreasonable. 

II S( I U ^ « 

SWdOTWl'ta’Tsh ubhivya k&rana-upapatteh, from proof of causes of 
both ; S'wRTOfft upapatti-samuh* identical in respect of proof. 

486. If an opposition is offered by showing that both the 
demonstrations arejustified-by reasons the opposition, will be called, 
"balancing the demonstration.' 

A certain person demonstrates the non-eternality of sound as 
follows:— 

Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is a product, 
like a pot; 

A certain other person offers an opposition by the alleged demons- 
teation of the eternality of sound as follows:— 

Sound is eternal, 

because it is incorporeal, 
like the sky. 

The reason in the first demonstration supports the non-eternality 
of sound while that in the second demonstration supports the eternality 
of sound, yet both the dem-m strati on a are alleged, to be right. The 
opponent advanced the second apparent demonstration as a balance 
against the first to create a dead-lock. This sort of opposition is called 
" balancing the demonstration". 

upapatfci-k&ranft abhyanujn4n&t, from admission 
of caoee of proof ( of the coaoter-sobject ) ; a-pratigedhah non¬ 

contradiction. 

487. This is we say, no opposition because there is an admiss¬ 
ion of the first demonstration. 
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The Naiy ayika says: — 

The opponent having asserted that both the demonstrations are 
justified by reasons, has admitted the reasonableness of the first demons¬ 
tration which supports the non-eternality of sound. If to avoid the 
incompatibility that exists between the two demonstrations, he now denies 
the reason which supports non-eternality we would ask why does he not 
deny the other reason which supports eternality of sound, for he can 
avoid incompatibility by denying either of the reasons. Hence the op¬ 
position called "balancing the demonstration" is not well-founded. 

« h i ^ i u 

nirdista-kiltrana-abli&ve, in the absence of the known 
cause ; sift api, even • upalarubhat, from perception ; 

npalabdhi-samah, identical in reBpect of perception. 

488. If an opposition is offered on the ground that we per¬ 
ceive the.character of the subject even without’ the intervention of the 
reason, the opposition will be called "balancing the perception. 1 ' 

A certain person, to prove the non eternality of sound, argues as 
follows:— 


Sound is non-eternal 
because it is a product, 
like a pot. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus:— 


Sound can be ascertained to be non-eternal even without the reason 
that it is a product, for we perceive that sound is produced by the branches 
of trees broken by wind. This sort of opposition is called "balancing 
the perception" which aims at demolishing an argument by setting up 
an act of perception as a balance against it. 



II H I \ u 


k&rana-antar&t, from other causes ; wRfapi, also, aqpfrfaw; 
tat dharma-upapatteh, from proof of that property ; Mstfaite: a-pratisedh- 
ah, non contradiction. 


489. This is, we say, no opposition because that character can 
be ascertained by other means as well. 




THE NYAYA-SUTRAS. 


197 


The Naiyayika says that the argument, viz., "sound is non-eternal 
because it is a product, like a pot," implies that sound is proved to be 
non-etarnal through the reason that it is a product. It does not deny 
other means, such as perception, etc., which also may prove sound to be 
non-eternal. Hence the opposition called "balancing the perception" 
does not set aside the main argument. 

ii H i P ^ H 

fcat-an-npalabdheh, from non-cognition of that: an- 

upalambh&fc, from non-perception ; WHigfag’t abhava-siddhau, non existence 
being established ; tat-viparita-upapatteh from proof of its 

opposite , an-upalabdhi-aamah, identical in respect of non* 

perception. 

490. If against an argument proving the non ex: istence of a thing 
by the non-perception thereof, one offers an opposition aiming at prov¬ 
ing the contrary by the non-perception of the non-perception, the opp¬ 
osition will be called "balancing the non-perception." 

In aphorsim 2-2-18 the Naiyayika has stated that there is no veil 
which covers sound for we do not perceive such a veil. In aphorsim 2-2-19 
his opponent has stated that there is a veil because we do not perceive the 
non-perception thereof. If the non-perception of a thing proves its non¬ 
existence, the non-perception of the non-perception must, in the opinion 
of the opponent, prove the existence of the thing. This sort of opposition 
is called "balancing the non-perception" which aims at counteracting 
an argument by setting up non-perception as a balance against it. 

n ** i \ i n 

an uplainbhatniaka-tvat, being of five nature of non- 
perception ; »H<rasvi; an-upalabdheh, of non-cognition ; a-lietuh, 

not a reason. 

• 491. The reasoning through non-perception is not, we say, sou¬ 
nd, because non-perception is merely the negation of perception. 

The Naiyayika says:—Perception refers to that which is existent 
while non-perception to that which is non-existent. The non-perception of 
non-perception which signifies a mere negation of non-perception cannot 
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be interpreted as referring, to an existent thing. Hence the opposition 
called "balancing the non-perception" is not well-founded. 

'nlna-Tikal( Anfern, of diverse forms of cognition . ^ chft r 
and ; 'ihava abh&va-sam vedan&t, from consciousness of exis¬ 
tence and non existence , idhi&tmatn, in the goal. 

492. There is, moreover, an internal perception of the existence 
as well as of the non-existence of the various: kinds of knowledge. 

There are internal perceptions of such forms as "I am sure," " I 
am not sure," " I have doubt," " / have no doubt", etc., which prove that 
we can perceive the non existence of knowledge as well as the existence 
thereof. Hence the non-perception itself is perceptible, and aa there is 
no non-perception of non-perception, the opposition called "balancing the- 
non-perception" falls to the ground. 

p&dharmj&t, through resemblance ; 3$»wilf<wh tnlya- 
dbanna-upapfttteh, because of proof of equal properties ; 
Barre-anityatra-prasaugfrt, from implication of n on-eternal ity of all ; 
aifirwtTR: anitya-eamah, identical in respect of non-eteraality. 

493. If one finding that things which are homogeneous possess* 
equal characters, opposes an argument by attributing non-eternality to 
all things, the opposition will be called "balancing the non-eternality". 

A certain person, to prove the non-eternality of sound; argues as. 
follows:— 

Sound is non-eternal, 

because it is a product,. 

like a pot. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thusr— 

If sound is non-eternal on account of its being homogeneous with- 
a pot which is non-eternal, it will follow as a consequence that all things 
are non-eternal because they are in some one or other respect homogeneous 
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width the pot— a consequence which will render all inferences impossible 
for want of heterogeneous examples. This sort of opposition is called 
"balancing the non-eternal" which seeks to counteract an argument on 
'the alleged ground that all things are non-eternal. 

warier u 
* M ‘ « « 

HWwrhtshdharinyAt, through resemblanoe ; : a-Biddheh, because 

of non-establishment; flfqronfaf?’: pratijgedha-asiddhih, non-establishment 
of contradiction ; prati$edhya-s4dhariay&t, through resem¬ 

blance to what is to be contradicted ; ^ cha, and. 

494. The opposition, we say, is unfounded because nothing can 
be established from a mere homogeneity and because there is homo¬ 
geneity even with that which is opposed. 

The Naiyayika says:— 

We cannot ascertain the character of a thing from its mere homo.- 
geneity with another thing: in doing so we must consider the logical 
connection between the reason and the predicate. Sound, for instance, 
is non-eternal not merely because it is homogeneous with a non-eternal 
pot but because there is a universal connection between "being a pro¬ 
duct" and "being non-eternal." Hence it will be unreasonable to 
conclude that all things are non-eternal simply because they are homo¬ 
geneous with a non-eternal pot in some one or other respect. Similarly 
• a mere homogeneity of ah things with the eternal sky in some one or 
-other respect, does not prove ah things to be eternal. The opposition 
called "balancing the non-eternal" is therefore not founded on a sound 
basis. 

w 'rob?st 

11 st < \ i n 

dri?tAnte, in the example ; * cha, and ; sftdhya- 

sftdhana-bb&vona, by the relation of the thing to be established and the 
means of establishing it; prajfifttasya, of the known ; TOCf dhar- 

•masya, of property ; famq hetu tv&t,being the reason ; «*r tasya, its ; * 
cha, and ; WWl ubhaya-thfc, both ways ; UMtH bh&v*t, from existence ; 
IT na, not ; ufajfaj a-vriofah, non-difference. 
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495. There is, we say, no non-distinction, because the reason is 
known to be the character which abides in the example as conducive to 
the establishment of the predicate and because it is applied in both 
ways. 


The Naiyayika says that we are not justified in concluding that 
all things are non-eternal because there is no character in respect of 
which "all things" may be homogeneous with a pot. In order to arrive 
at a correct conclusion we must consider the reason as being that 
character of the example (and consequently of the subject) which bears 
a universal connection with the character of the predicate. The pot 
possesses no such character in common with "all things." The reason 
moreover is applied in the homogeneous as well as in the heterogeneous 
ways. We cannot draw a conclusion from a mere homogeneity of the 
subject with the example in a certain respect. The opposition called 
"balancing the non-eternal" is therefore unreasonable. 

w 

nityam, eternally ; anitya-bh&v&t, from the nature of 

being non-eternal ; **f5j?*l anitye, in the non-eternal - } : anitya- 

tva-upapatteh, from proof of eternality ; nitya-samafc, identical 

in respect of eternal. 

496. If one opposes an argument by attributing eternality to 
all non-eternal things on the ground of these being eternally non-eternal, 
the opposition will be called "balancing the eternal." 

A certain person, to prove the non-eternality of sound, argues as 
lollows:— 

Sound is non-eternal. 

because it is a product, 
like a pot. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus:—You say 
that sound is non eternal. Does this non-eternality exist in sound always 
or only sometimes,? If the non-eternality exists always, the sound must 
also be always existent, or, in other words, sound is eternal. If the non- 
eternality exists only sometimes, then too the sound must in the absence 
of non-efcernality be pronounced to be eternal. This sort of opposition 
is called "balancing the eternal" which counteracts an argument by 
Betting up eternality as a balance against it. 
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Jrf*pl«fc pratigedhye, in what ia to be contradicted ; Rr?*f nityam, eter¬ 
nally ; Unvnmr^ anitya-bhAv&t, from the nature of being non-eternal ; 
arffTfifr anitye, in the non-eternal; nityatva-upapatteh, from 

proof of eternality ; irfa^taHTT*: pratisedha-abhAva^, absence of contradic¬ 
tion. 

497. This is, we say, no opposition because the thing opposed 
is always non-eternal on account of the eternality of the non-eternal. 

The Naiyayika says : — 

By speaking of eternality of the non-eternal you have admitted 
sound to be always non-eternal and cannot now deny its non-eternaljty. 
The eternal and non-eternal are incompatible with each other : by admit¬ 
ting that sound is non-eternal you are precluded from asserting that it 
is also eternal. Hence "balancing the eternal " is not a sound opposi¬ 
tion. 

W: II 4* I \ I U 

prayatna-kArya-anekft-tvat, from the diversity of the 
effects of eSort ; kftrya-samah, identical in respect of effect. 

498. If one opposes an argument by showing the diversity of 
the effect of efforts, the opposition will be called "balancing the effect." 

A certain person to prove the non-eternality of sound, argues as 
follows:— 

Sound is non-eternal, 

because it is an effect of effort. 

A certain other person offers a futile opposition thus :— 

The effect of effort is found to be of two kinds, viz. (1) the produc¬ 
tion of something which was previously non-existent, e. y. a pot, and 
(2) the revelation of something already existent, e y water in a well. 
Is sound an effect of the first kind or of the soconvi kind ? If sound is an 
effect of the first kind it will be non-eternal but if it is of the second 
kind it will be eternal. Owing to this diversity of the effect of effort, 
it is not possible to conclude that sound is non-eternal. This sort of 
opposition is called "balancing the effect." 
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k&rya&nya-tve, in respect of the otherness of the effect; 
«nran^gt^ prayatna-a-heto-tvaBi, offort is >not the caose ; •rg«t55fep«TTWffirrw: 

• an-upalabdhi-karana-upapatteh, -because of proof of the cause of non- 
,perception. 


499. Effort did not give rise to the second kind of effect, because 
.there was no cause of non-perception. 

The Naiyayika answers the opposition called "balancing the effect" 
^as follows : — 

We cannot say that Bound is revealed by our effort because we are 
unable to prove that it existed already. That sound did not exist 
previously is proved by our non-perception of the same at the time. You 
cannot say that our non-perception was caused by a veil because no veil 
covered sound. Hence sound is an effect whioh is not revealed but 
.produced. 

II 5* I \ I II 

nfahri pratisedhe, in the case of contradiction ; wfit api, also ; 
•eam&nah, similar ; do§&h, defect. 

500, The same defect, we say, attaches to the opposition too. 


A certain person argued:—. 

Sound is non-eternal, 

because it is an effect of effort. 


A certain other person opposed it saying that sound would not be 
non-eternal if "effect" meant a thing revealed. 

The Naiyayika observes that if an argument is to be set aside 
owing to an ambiguous meaning of the word "effect", why is taot the 
opposition too set .aside on the same ground ? The reason in the argu¬ 
ment is as erratic as that in the opposition. Just as there is no special 
ground to suppose that the "effect" in the argument signified "a thing 
produced arid not revealed," so also there is no special ground to suppose 
that the word in the opposition signified "a thing revealed and not 
produced." Hence the opposition called "balancing the effect" is self¬ 
destructive, 
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aavvafcra, everywhere ; q^eyain, similarly. 

501. Thus-everywhere. 

If a special meaning is to be attached to the opposition, the same 
meaning will have to be attached to the original argument. In this. 
respect there will be an equality of the two sides in the case of all kinds, 
of opposition such as "balancing the homogeneity", etc. 

n s* i \ i u 

pratisedha-vipratisedhe, in respect of the contradiction 1 
of a contradiction ; prat>§edh&-do 9 a-vat, as in the case of 

defect in contradiction ; ^s-dogah, defect 

502. Defect attaches to the opposition, of the opposition just as- 
it attaches to the opposition. 

A certain person' to prove the non-etemality of sound, argues aa 
follows:— 

Sound is non-eternal, 

because it is an effect of effort. 

A certain other person, seeing that the effect is of diverse kinds,, 
offers an opposition thus :— 

Souad is eternal, 

because it is an effect of effort. 

(Here "effect" may mean"a thing revealecbby effort " ) 

The arguer replies that sound cannot be concluded to be eternal- 
Because the reason "effect"' is erratic (which may mean "a thing pro¬ 
duced by effort") 

The opponent rises again to say that sound cannot also be conclud¬ 
ed to be non-eternal because the reason "effect"' is erratic (which may 
mean,a thing revealed by effort). So the defect which is pointed out in 
the case of the opposition, may also be pointed out in the case of the- 
opposition of the opposition. 

jTOft *rengin m i \ i 
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pratisedham, contradiction • aado^am, with defect, defec¬ 
tive ; abhyupetya, admitting for the sakeof argument; 

pratisedha-vipratisedhe, in ease of contradiction of a contradiction ; 
fWPT: Baminah, similar, same ; ^tTJTtfrr: dosa-praaahgah, implication of 
defect ; JTaispfff mata-annjM, admission of an opinion. 

503. If one admits the defect of his opposition in consequence 
of his statement that an equal defect attaches to the opposition of the 
opposition, it will be called "admission of an opinion." 


A certain person lays down a proposition which is opposed by a cer¬ 
tain other person. The first person, viz. the disputant, charges the opposition 
made by the second person, viz, the opponent, with a defect, e.g , that the 
reason is erratic. The opponent instead of rescuing his opposition from the 
defect with which it has been charged by the disputant, goes on charg¬ 
ing the disputant's opposition of the opposition with the same defect. 
The counter-charge which the opponent; brings in thia way is interpreted 
by the disputant to be an admission of the defect pointed out by him. 
The disputant's reply consisting of this kind of interpretation is called 
"admission of an opinion.” 


qitutf^mut fffir \ \ \ # 


Bvapaksa-lak^ana-apek^a-upapatti-upasamhAre, 
in the conclusion by demonstration (in the opposite side) of, instead of re¬ 
moving, the defect in one’s own side j fSjfaapfr hetu-nirdese, in the state¬ 
ment of reason ■ UHTRl para-paksa-dosa-abhyupagam&t, from 

admission of the defect, of other aide ; dosah, defect ; jfk iti, it is. 


504. "Admission of an opinion" also occurs when the disputant 
instead of employing reasons to rescue his side from the delect with 
which it has been charged, proceeds to admit the defect in consequence 
of his statement that the same defect belongs to his opponent's side 
as well. 


Six-winged disputation (Satpaksi katha). 


Disputant—to prove the non-eternality of sound says:— 

Sound is non-eternal, 

because it is an effect of effort. 

This is the first wing. 
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Opponent—seeing that the effect is of diverse kinds, offers an 
opposition thus:— 

Sound is eternal, 
because it is an effect of effort. 

(Here "effect" means a thing which already existed and is now 
revealed by effort). 

This is the second wing. 

Disputant—seeing that the reason "effect" is erratic, charges the 
opposition with a defect thus :— 

Sound is not eternal, 

because it is an effect of effort. 

(Here the reason "effect" is erratic meaning (1) either a thing that 
did not previously exist and is now produced or (2) a thing that already 
existed and is now revealed by effort). 

This is tfce third wing. 

Opponent— finding that the reason "effect," which is erratic, 
proves neither the eternality nor the non-eternality of sound, brings a 
counter-charge against the disputant thus :— 

Sound is also not non-eternal, 

because it is an effect of effort. 

He alleges that the defect (viz. the erraticity of the reason) with 
which his opposition (viz. sound is eternal) is charged, also attaches to 
the opposition of the opposition made by the disputant (viz. sound is not 
eternal ornonTeternal). 

This is the fourth wing. 

Disputant—finding that the counter-charge brought against him 
amounts to his opponent's admission of self-defect says:— 

The opponent by saying that "sound is also not non-eternal" 
has admitted that it is also not eternal. In other words, the counter-charge 
has proved the charge, that is, it has indicated that the opponent admits 
the disputant's opinion. 

This is the fiah wing, 

Opponent— finding that the disputant instead of rescuing his 
argument from the counter-charge has taken shelter under his opponent's 
admission of the charge says:— 
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The disputant by saying that "sound is also not etepnal" has 
admitted that it is also not non-eternal. In other words, if the counter 
charge proves the eharge, the reply to the counter-charge proves the 
counter-charge itself. 

This is the sixth wing. 

The first, third and fifth wings belong to the disputant while the 
second, fourth and sixth to the opponent. The sixth wing is a repetition 
of the fourth while the fiah wing i a repetition of the third. The sixth 
wing is also a repetition of the meaning of the fifth wing. The third and 
fourth wings involve the defect of "admission- of an opinion," All the 
wings except the first three are unessential. 

The disputation would have come to a fair close at the third wing 
if the disputant had pointed out that the word "effect" had a special 
meaning, viz., a thing which did not previously exist but was produced. 

The disputant and the opponent instead of stopping at the proper 
limit has carried on their disputation through six wings beyond which no 
further wing is possible. Aaer the six-winged disputation has been 
carried on, it becomes patent that neither the disputant nor the opponent 
is a fit person to be argued with. 
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%T M^}^m^TrIT4*TqT^5JRJng- 

<$ \ $ q**s TfJlWWiq WfnHTORWT 

qrTTg^l 

|r^WTOT^ WT^aT^TTH II H I ^ I X ^ 


srf«flrnrRr: Pratijn&-hiinih, injury to the proposition; prati- 

jnh-antaram,, change of proposition; JrhtSShfafh*: prafcijfiiUvirodhah, conflict 
of proposition; srRr 3 fT?t«JRf: pratijn&-sanny&sah, abandonment of proposition; 
.hetn-antaram, change of the reason; artha-antaram, change 

■ of topio; nir-arthakam, meaningless; vf^SfraTO a-vijfi4ta-artham, 

unintelligible; apa-arthakam, senseless; WSTIfjMilS? a-prapta-k&Iam, 

bofore-time, disordered, misarrangod, sgitf nydnam, deficient; stfil^ adhi- 
kam, too much, superfluous, verbose; g*TWl> punar-nktam, repetition; wrj. 
tflNW an-anubh&sanam, non-reply, silence ; WSfUf; a-jn&nam, ignorance; 

a-pratibhA, want of ready wit; vik§epah, evasion, diversion ; 

W^TTg^f, mata-anujnk, admission of an opimon ; paryanuyo- 

jya-upek^aDiam, overlooking the censurable ; 0ltg*ft3<n3'ihT: niranuyojya- 
anuyogah, censuring the non-censurable ; aroftTfr^ 1 apa-siddh&ntah, 
contrary tenet; hotu abhAsah. pseudo-marks ; ^ cha, and ; f»W- 

nigraha-sth§,nhni, grounds of defeat, occasions for rebuke. 


505. The occasions for rebuke are the following:— 


1, Hurting the proposition, 2. Shifting the proposition, 3. Op¬ 
posing the proposition, 4. Renouncing the proposition, 5. Shifting 
the reason, 6. Shifting the topic, 7. The meaningless, 8. The unintel¬ 
ligible, 9. The incoherent, 10. The inopportune, 11. Saying too little, 
12. Saying too much, 13. Repetition, 14. Silence, 15. Ignorance, 
16. Non-ingenuity, 17. Evasion, 18. Admission of an opinion, 
19 Overlooking the censurable, 20. Censuring the non-censurable, 
21. Deviating from a tenet, and 22. The semblance of a reason. 

The definition of "an occasion for rebuke" has been given in apho¬ 
rism 1-2-19. "An occasion for rebuke" which is the same as "a ground of 
defeat", "a place of humiliation" or "a point of disgrace" arises generally 
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in connection with the proposition or any other part of an argument and 
may implicate any disputant whether he is a discutient, wrangler or 
caviller. 

nmfttftnt: iihri^h 

pratidri§t&nfcft-dharma-abhyanujn&, admission of 
thB property of the counter example ; sva-driat&nte, in one’s own 

example ; STRurnriOr: pratijni h&nih, injury to the proposition. 

506. "Hurting the proposition" occurs when one admits in one's 
own example the character of a counter-example. 

A disputant argues as follows:— 

Sound is non-eternal, 

Because it is cognisable by sense, 

Whatever is cognisable by sense is non-eternal 

as a pot, 

Sound is cognisable by sense, 

Therefore sound is non-eternal. 

A certain other person offers an opposition thus :—• 

A genus (e. g., potness or pot-type), which is cognisable by sense, 
is found to be eternal, why cannot then the sound which is also 
cognisable by sense, be eternal ? 

The disputant being thus opposed says :— 

Whatever is cognisable by sense is eternal 

aa a pot, 

Sound is cognisable by sense. 

Therefore sound is eternal. 

By thus admitting in his example (pot) the character of a counter¬ 
example (genus or type), he has hurt his own proposition (viz. sound ia 
non-eternal). A person who hurts his proposition in this way deserves 
nothing but rebuke. 

u h i ^ i ^ u 
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trfasrimjfafew'? pratijaita-artha-prati^edhe, there being opposition 
to the object or topic proposed; dhama-vihalp&t, through a 

different property; tat-artha-nirdefiah, statement of that object; 

pratijfii-antaracn, change of proposition. 


507. "Shifting the proposition" arises when a proposition being 
opposed one defends it by importing a new character to one's example 
and counter-example. 

A certain person argues as follows:— 

Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is cognisable by sense 
like a pot. 

A certain other person offers an opposition thus:— 

Sound is eternal, 

because it is cognisable by sense like a genus (or type). 

The first person in order to defend himself says that a genus (or type) 
and a pot are both cognisable by sense, yet one is all-pervasive and 
the other is not so: hence the sound which is likened to a pot is non- 
all-pervasively non-eternal. 


The defence thus made involves a change of proposition. The 
proposition originally laid down was:—• 

Sound is non-eternal, 


while the proposition now defended is: 

Sound is noli-ail-pervasively non-eternal. 


A person who shifts his proposition in this way is to be rebuked 
inasmuch as he has not relied upon his original reason and example. 





nfaaSTf?*>» pratijfift-betvob. of the proposition and the reason; 
virodhah, contradiction; srRr^lflritfs pratijM-virodhah, conflict of propo¬ 
sition. 


508. "Opposing the proposition" occurs when the proposition 
and its reason are opposed to each other. 

27 
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Substance is distinct from quality, 

•because it is peroeived to be non-distinct from colour, etc. 

In this argument it is to be observed that if substance is distinct 
from quality, it must also be distinct from colour, etc. which congtitute 
the quality. The reason, viz. substance is non-distinct from colour, etc., is 
opposed to the proposition, viz. substance is -distinct from quality. A per¬ 
son who thus employs a reason which opposes his proposition is to be 
rebuked as a fool. 

pakaa-pratisedhe, there being opposition to the subject; 
pratijnata artha apanayauarn, removal of the object pro¬ 
posed; pratrjiiil-aiinnyiUah, abandonment of the proposition. 

509. A proposition being opposed if one disclaims its import, it 
will be called "renouncing the proposition." 

A certain person argues as follows: — 

Sound is non-eternal, 

because it is cognisable by sense. 

A certain other person offers an opposition thus:— 

Just as a genus (or type) is cognisable by sense and is not yet non- 
sternal, so a sound is cognisable by sense and is not yet non-eternal. The 
first person, as a defence against the opposition, disclaims the meaning of 
his proposition thus:— 

Who says that sound is non-eternal ? 

This sort of denial of the import of one's own proposition is called 
"renouncing the proposition" which rightly furnishes an occasion for 
rebuke. 

a-v isesa-ukte, stated without particulars, of a general cha¬ 
racter; fal hetau, reason, mark; pratisiddhe, being opposed ; 

vi6e?am, particular or special character ; ichchhatah, of one who 

desires; hotu-antaram, change of reason. 
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510. "Shifting the reason" occurs when the reason of a general 
character being opposed one attaches a special character to it. 

A certain person, to prove the non-eternality of sound, argues as 
follows:— 

Sound 1 is non-eternal, 

because it is cognisable by sense, 

A certain other person says that sound cannot be proved to be 
non-eternal throug the mere reason of its being cognisable by sense, just 
as a genus (or type) such as pot-ness (or pot-type) is cognisable by sense 
and is not yet non-eternal. 

The first person defends himself by saying that the reaaon, viz. 
being cognisable by sense, is to be understood as signifying that which 
comes under a genus (or type) and is as such cognisable by sense. 
Sound comes under the genus (or type) "soundness" and is at the same 
time cognisable by sense; bufc a genus or type such as pot-ness or pot- 
type does not come under another genus or type (such as pot-ness-ness 
or pot-type-type) though it is cognisable by sense. Such a defence, which 
consists in shifting, one's reason, rightly furnishes an occasion, for 
rebuke. 

u h i ^ r w it 

prakritAt, real, under consideration; Wlfq arth&i, from th& 
object; WstFireraSCpfn a-pratiBambaddh&rthaaj, importing an un-correlated, 
irrelevant object ; artha-ant a ram, change of topic or object. 

511. "Shifting the topic' is an argument which setting asidethe 
real topic introduces one which is irrelevant. 

A certain person, to prove the eternality of sound, argues aa, 
followsr— 

Sound is eternal (proposition), 

because it is intangible (reason). 

Being opposed by a certain other person he attempts, m the absence- 
of any other resource, to defend his position as follows:— 

Hetu, which is the Sanskrit equivalent for "reason," is a word derived 
from the root "hi" with the suffix- ’tu". A word, as apart of a speech, may 
be a noun, a verb a prefix or an indeclinable. A noun is defined as etc. etc. 
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The defence made in this way furnishes an instance of defeat through 
non-relevancy. The person who inakea it deserves rebuke. 

II 1*1 ^ I c 11 

varna-krama-nirde&a-vat, like the statement of the 
order of letters ( in the alphabet ) ; fwfan nir-arthakam, meaningless. 

512. "The meaningless' is an argument which is based on a 
non-sensical combination of letters into a series, 

A certain person, to prove the eternality of sound! argues as 
follows:— 

Sound is eternal, 

because k, c, t, t and p are j, v, g, d and d, 
like jh, bh, gh, dh and dh. 


As the letters k, c, t, etc. convey no meaning, the person who 
employs them in his argument deserves rebuke. 





w 


^ i < ti 

pariaat-prativ&dibhyAm, by the assembly and the 
opponent ; fili trth, three times; abhihitam, stated ; atfti api, even; 

wfasntf a*vijn&tam, not understood ; wfeRTtat^ a-vijn&ta«arthara, uninteb 
ligible 

513. "The unintelligible" ia an argument, which although repea¬ 
ted three times, is understood neither by the audience nor by the 
opponent. 

A certain person being opposed by another person and finding no 
means of self-defence, attempts to hide his inability in disputation by 
using words of double entendre or words not in ordinary use or words 
very quickly uttered which as such are understood neither by his opponent 
nor by the audience although they are repeated three times. This sort 
of defence is called "unintelligible" which rightly furnishes an occasion 
for rebuke. 
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panrvya-Aparya-ft-yoyit, owing to absence of seqoence; 
a-pratisambaddha-artham, of unconnected import; 
apa-arthakam, senseless, 

514. "The incoherent" is an argument which conveys no 
connected meaning on account of the words being strung together 
without any syntactical order. 

A certain person being opposed by another person and finding no 
other means of self-defence, argues as follows;— 


Ten pomegranates, six cakes, a bowl, goafs skin and a lump of 
sweets. 

This sort of argument, which consist of a series of unconnected 
words, is called "the incoherent" which rightly presents on occasion 
for rebuke. 



H H I ^ I \\ II 


jTCpqqfiiiTWlfasvf avayava^vipary&sa-vacli&iiftni, statement without the 
order of the member of an argument ; WtTH^iTS? a-pi&pta*kalatn, disordered. 


615. "The inopportune" is an argument the parts of which are 
mentioned without any order of precedence. 

A certain person, to prove that the hill has fire, argues as follows:— 


The hill has fire ( proposition ). 

Whatever has smoke has fire, as a kitchen (example). 

Because it has smoke (reason ). 

The hill has fire ( conclusion ). 

The hill has smoke( application ). 

This sort of argument is called "the inopportune" which rightly 
presents an occasion for rebuke, Since the meaning of an argument is 
affected by the order in which its parts are arranged, the person who 
Overlooks the order cannot establish his conclusion and is therefore 
rebuked. 


^*1. M i ^ < ft » 
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hlti&m, deficient ; V’tcriN snya-tamena, by any one; ufa api, 
even ; avayavena, member ; wpm nyllnam, deficient. 

516. If an argument lacks even one of its parts, it is called 
"saying too little." 

The following- is an argument which contains all its five parts:— 

1. The hill has fire (proposition ), 

2. Because it has smoke (reason ), 

3. All that has smoke has fire, as a kitchen (example ), 

4. The hill has smoke ( application ), 

5- Therefore the hill has fire ( conclusion ), 

As all the five parts or members are essential, a person who omits 
even one of them should be scolded as "saying too little," 

m i ^ t ^ v 

hetu-nd&h&rana-adhikam, consisting of more than on* 
reason or example ; adhikam, verbose, redundant. 

517 "Saying too much" is an argument which consists of 
more than one reason or example. 

A certain person, to prove that the hill has fire, argues as. follows:—> 

The hill has fire ( proposition ), 

Because it has smoke (treason ), 

And because it has light (reason ), 
like a kitchen (example ), 
and like a furnace (example ), 

In thia argument the second reason and the second example are 
redundant. 

A person, who having promised to argue in the proper way ( accord¬ 
ing to the established usage ), employs more than one reason or example 
is to be rebuked as "saying too much." 
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4ibda-arthayoh, of the word and the object • gwwvf pnnar* 
vaohanaiu, restatement; pnnar-uktam, repetition j *Pqganyatr&, 

elsewhere ; anuvkdAt, than re-incwlcation, anuv&da. 

1 

518. "Repetition" is an argument in which (except in the case 
of reinculcation ) the word or the meaning is said over again. 

"Repetition of the word —Sound is non-eternal, 

sound is non-eternal. 


Repetition of the meaning —Soun-d is non-eternal, 

echo is perishable, what is heard is impermanent, etc. 

A person who unnecessarily comioits repetition is to be rebuked 
as a fool. 


Reinculcation has been explained in aphorism 2-1-65. 


nnsshraH, n H i ^ i n 


arth&t, from context ; apannasya, of what has followed ; 

Sva-sabdena, by its own name ; punar-vachanam, restate¬ 

ment. 


519. " Repetition" consists also in mentioning a thing by name 
although the thing has been indicated through presumption. 

" A thing possessing the character of a product is non-eternal" 
—this is a mere repetition of the following:— 

"A thing not possessing the character of a product is not non¬ 
eternal." 




feyraW vijfi&tasya, of what has been understood ; parijjadA, by 

the assembly; fir trih, three times ; abhihita- sya, of what has 

been declared . stfir. even ; a-prati-uohchivraQam, non-reply; 

an-anubh&^anam, nun-reply. 

520. "Silence" is an occasion for rebuke which arises when the 
opponent makes no reply to a proposition although it has been repeated 
three times by the disputant within the knowledge of the audience. 
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How can a disputant carry on his argument if his opponent main¬ 
tains an attitude of stolid silence? The opponent is therefore to bo 
rebuked. 

STR^I^I^R^ II S* I ^ I V® « 

wfasyrtm a-vijfi&tam, the not-understood; ^ cha, and ; 
ignorance. 

521. "Ignorance" is the non-understanding of a proposition. 

Ignorance is betrayed by the opponent who does not understand a 
proposition although it has been repeated three times within the know¬ 
ledge of the audience. How can an opponent refute a proposition the 
-meaning of which he cannot understand ? He is to be rebuked for his 
ignorance. 

11 h i ^ i w 

3VTTCT nttarasya, of the answer; Wlffnfa: a-pratipattih, non*sugges* 
tion; WSfRw a-pratibh&, want of ready wit. 

522. "Non-ingenuity" consists in one's inability to hit upon a reply. 

A certain person lays down a proposition. If his opponent under¬ 
stands it and yet cannot hit upon a reply, he is to be scolded aa wanting 
in ingenuity. 

tEFspsTTOftu « h i ^ « 

k&rya-vy&Bang&t, through pretext of other business; 
katb^-vichchhedah, cutting short a diaoussion ; fcfSjbi; vikjepah, 
evasion, diversion. 

523. "Evasion" arises if one stops an argument on the pretext 
of going away to attend another business. 

A certain person having commenced a disputation in which he 
finds it impossible to establish his side, stops its further progress by 
saying that he has to go away on a very urgent business. He who stops 
the disputation in this way courts defeat and humiliation through 

evasion. 

usn^i n 

sva-pak§a>do?a-abhyapagam&t, by admitting defect 
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in one’s own Bide ; para-pakse, in the opposite side ; dosa- 

prasahg&h, attribution of defect; mata-anujfisi, admission of an 

opinion. I 

524. "The admission of an opinion' consists in charging the op¬ 
posite side with a defect by admitting that the same defect exists in 
one's own side. 

A certain person addressing another person says:—"You are a 
thief." 

The other person replies :—"You too are a thief." 

This person, instead of removing the charge brought against him, 
throws the same charge on the opposite side whereby he admits that the 
charge against himself is true. This sort of counter-charge or reply is 
an instance of "admission of an opinion" which brings disgrace on the 
person who makes it. 

: qS^gqtS^^pn^M m ^ I 

fflJUWTWsnsR*! nigraha-sth&na-pr&ptasya, of on© who has reached the 
ground of defeat ; a-nigrahah, not defeating ; par- 

yanuyojya-upekjanam, overlooking the censurable. 

525. "Overlooking the censurable" consists in not rebuking a 
person who deserves rebuke. 

It is not at all unfair to censure a person who argues in a way which 
furnishes an occasion for censure. Seeing that the person himself does 
not confess his short-coming, it is the duty of the audience to pasa a 
vote of censure, on him. If the audience failed to do their duty they 
would earn rebuke for themselves on account of their "over-looking the 
censurable." * 

H i R i ^ » 

a-nigraha-stb&ne, in case of non defeat ; Rtinf^RtrRwtn. 
nigvaha-sth&na-abhiyogah, accusation of defeat ; uir-anu- 

yojya-anuyogah, censuring the non-censurable. 

526. "Censuring the non censurable" consists in rebuking a per¬ 
son who does not deserve rebuke. 

28 
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A person brings discredit on himself if he rebukes a person who does 
not deserve rebuke. 

eiddhAntain, tenet ; aiwHto abhyupetya, accepting ; wRtJTJTT^ 
B'niyamat, through departure, or wandering ; WIJTffn: kathA-prasangah, 
disputation ; apa-siddhantah, contrary to tenet. 

627. A person who after accepting a tenet departs from it in the 
course of his disputation, is guilty of "deviating from a tenet." 

A certain person promises to carry on his argument in consonance 
with the ftamkhya philosophy which lays down that(l) rchat is existent 
-never becomes non-existent, and (2) what is non existent nevercomes into 
existence, etc. A certain other person opposes him by saying that all 
•human activity would be impossible if the thing now non-existent could 
not come into existence in the course of time and that no activity would 
cease if what is existent now could continue for ever. If the first person 
being thus opposed admits that existence springs from non existence and 
non-existonce from existence, then he will rightly deserve rebuke for 
his deviation from the accepted tenet. 

udtrBT: II n i ^ I ^8 II 

hetu-abh&sah, pseudo-marks; g cha, and ; ipftaT: yathA- 
nikt&h, us stated before. 

528. "The fallacies of reason" already explained do also furnish 
occasions for rebuke. 

From aphorism 1-2-4 it is evident that the fallacies are mere 
semblances of a reason. A person who employs them in a disputation 
does certainly deserve rebuke. 

There are infinite occasions for rebuke of which only twenty-two 
have been enumerated here. 


APPENDIX,A. 

NYAYA-SUCHI-NIBANDHA 

of 

VACHASPATI MISRA 

[ Based on the text edited by Dr. Ganganatha Jha, M. A,, D. Litt,, 
and published in the Chaukhamba Sanskrit Series, Benares.] 


P 

The Nyaya-Sastra contains five books, ten chapters, eighty-four topics, 
five hundred and twenty-eight aphorisms, one hundred and ninety- 
six measures, and eight thousand, three hundred and eighty-five syllables. 

[Book = adhyaya, Chapter = ahnika, lit. a daily portion, Topic = pra- 
karana, Aphorism—Sutra, Measure = pada. Syllable =aksara.] 

Adhyaya—I: Ahnika.—1: Prakaranas—7 : Sutras—41. 

1. Statement of the subject matter ( visaya ), purpose ( prayojana ) 

p 

and relation ( sainbandha ) of the Sastra—Ss. 1-2. 

2. Defiriitionof Pramana ( Instrument of Right Cognition)—Ss, 3-8. 

3. Definition of Prameya (Object of Right Cognition)—Ss.9-22. 

4. Definition of the pre-requisites ( purva anga ) of a Nyaya—Ss 23-25 

5. Definition of Siddhanta (Tenet) which is the basis of aNyaya-Ss 2(3-31. 

6. Definition of Nyaya ( Process of Ratiocination or Reasoning) 

—Ss. 32-39. 

7. Definition of processes subsidiary (uttara anga) to a Nyaya, 

—Ss. 40-41. 

Adhyaya—I: Ahmka-2 : Prakaranas-4 : Sutras-20. 

1. Definition of Katha ( Controversy )—Ss. 1-3. 

2. Definition of Hetvabhasa ( Fallacious Marks of Inference )—Ss.4-9- 

3. Definition of Chhala ( lit. Fraud, Quibble ) —Ss.10-17. 

4. Definition of Lingadosa ( General Fault in,Marks of Inference) do 

to incapacity of the arguer ( Purua-aaskti )—Si, 18-20. 
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Adhyaya—II: Ahnika-1: Prakaranas-9: Sutras -68. 

1. Examination of Samsaya (Doubt )—Ss. 1-7. 

2. Examination of Pramana generally—Ss. 8-20. 

t 

3. Examination of Pratyaksa ( Perception )—Ss. 21-32. 

4. Examination incidentally of Avayavi ( the whole )—Ss. 33-36. 

5. Examination of Anumana ( Inference )—Ss. 37-38. 

6. Examination ( introductory ) of the present time—Ss. 39-43. 

7. Examination of Upamana ( Analogy )—Ss. 44 48. 

8. Examination of aabda (lit. word, Testimony ) generally-Ss. 49-56. 

9. Examination of aabda in particular (the Veda)—Ss. 57-68. 

Adhyaya—II: Ahnika 2: Prakaranas 4: Sutras-69, 

1. Examination of the fourfold division of Prarnana—Ss. 1-12, 

2 Examination of the doctrine of thenon-eternality of Sibda-Ss. 13-39. 

3. Examination of the doctrine of Sabda-parinama ( Transformatian of 

word)—Ss 40-57. 

4. Examination of Sabda-Sakti ( Force of Word )—Ss 58-69. 

Adhyaya—111 : Ahnika-1: Prakarnas-9: Sutras-73. 

1. The Soul is over and above the Senses—Ss. 1-3. 

2. The Soul is different from the Body —Ss.4-6. 

3. Refutation (incidentally) of the doctrine that the Eye is only one 

—Ss. 7-14, 

4. The Manas ( Mind) is not the Soul—Ss.—15-17. 

5. The Soul is eternal—Ss. 18-26. 

6. Examination of the Body—Ss.27-31. 

7. Examination of the materiality (bhautika-fcva ) of the Indriya 
(Sense)—Ss. 32-51. 

fr. The Indriya is manifold—Ss. 52-61. 

9. Examination of Artha ( Sense and Object of Sense )—Ss 62-73, 
Adhyaya-Iil : Ahnika-2:-PrakaranaB 7 : Sutras—72. 

1. The Buddhi ( Cognition ) is not eternal —Ss. 1-9. 

2. Introduction of the doctrine of Transiency (ksana-bhanga)—Ss. 10-17. 

3. The Buddhi is an attribute of the Soul—Ss. 18-41. 

4. The Buddhi perishes as soon as produced (utpanna-apavargitva) 

_Ss. 42-45, 
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5 The Buddhi ia not a quality of the Body—Ss. 46-55. 

6. Examination of the Manas—Ss 56-59. 

7. The Body is produced by Adrista ( Deserts )—Ss, 60-72. 

I 

Adhyaya-IV : Ahnika-1: Prakaranas-14: Sutras-67. 

1. Examination of the Faults and Pravritti ( Activity )—Ss. 1-2. 

2. Dosa (Fault ) is threefold—Ss.3-9. 

3. Examination of Pretya-bhava ( Re-birth )—Sa. 10-13. 

4. The Upadana ( material ) cause of the Universe is not the Sunya 

( Void)—Ss. 14-18. 

5. fsvara ( God ) is not the Upadana of the Universe—Ss. 19-21. 

6. Chance is not the Upadana—Ss. 22-24. 

7. Refutation of the doctrine that all is non-eternal ( Sarva-anitya-tva) 

—Ss. 25-28, 

8. Refutation of the doctrine that all is eternal ( Sarva-nitya-tva ) 

—Ss. 29-33. 

9. Refutation of the doctrine that all is discrete ( Sarva-prithak-tvd)" 

—Ss. 34 36. 

10. Refutation of the doctrine that all is void ( Sarva-Sunya-ta-). 
—Ss. 37-40. 

11. Refutation of the doctrine that the Reality is one or otherwise fixed; 
in number ( Samkhya-ekanta-vada )—Ss. 41-43. 

12. Examination of Phala (Fruit)—Ss. 44-53. 

13. Examination of Duhkha (Pain )—Ss. 54-57. 

14. Examination of Apavarga ( Release)—S. 58-67. 

Adhyaya-IV : ihnika 2 : Prakaranas-6 : Sutras—51. 

1. Production of Tattya-jnaua (Knowledge of Reality )—Ss. 1-3. 

2. Incidental examination of the relation of the whole ( avayavi) and 

parts ( avayava)—Ss. 4-17. 

3. Examinaton of the Partless (niravayava, e. g. Atom)—Ss.18-25. 

4 Refutation of the doctrine of the transiency of external objects 
( bahya-artha-bhanga )—Ss. 26-37. 

5- How Tattva-Jnana is developed—Ss. 38-49. 

6. How Tattva-Jnana is maintained—Ss. 50-51 
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Adhyaya-V: Ahnika-1: Prakaranas-17: Sutras-43. 

1, Introduction of Parity of Reasoning ( Jati ): (24 ): Identicals (2) in 

respect of Resemblance and Difference—Ss. 1-3. 

L 

2, Identicals ( 6 ) in relation to the Sadhya ( subject ) and Dristanta 

( Example ): that is, arising from the diverse properties of the 

Subject and the Example—Ss. 4-6. 

8. Identicals (2 ) in respect of the extension or non-extension of the 
Hetu ( Mark ) to the Sadhya ( subject )—Ss. 7-8. 

4. Identicals ( 2 ) in respect of regression and counter example— 
Ss- 9-11- 

5. Identical (1) in respect of non-production—Ss. 12-13. 

6 Identical ( 1 ) in respect of doubt— Ss. 14-15. 

7. Identical ( 1 ) in respect of the Topic—Ss. 16-17. 

8. Identical ( 1 ) in respect of non-Mark—Ss. 18-20. 

9. Identical (1) in respect of Presumption—Ss. 21-22. 

10. Identical (1 ) in respect of Non-difference—Ss. 23 24, 

11. Identical ( 1 ) in respect of Demonstration—Ss. 25-26. 

12. Identical ( I ) in respect of Cognition—Ss. 27-28. 

13. Identical ( I ) in respect of Non-Cognition—Ss. 29-31. 

14. Identical ( 1 ) in respect of the Non-eternal—Ss. 32-34. 

15. Identical ( I ) in respect of the Eternal—Ss. b5-36. 

16. Identical ( 1 ) in respect of the Effect—Ss, 37-38. 

17. Futile Controversy of Six Steps—Ss. 39-43. 

Adhyaya V : Ahnika-2 : Prakaranas-7 : Sutrns-24. 

1. Enunciation of the five Errors of the opponent depending upon the 

one or the other of the Proposition and the Mark—Ss. 1-6, . 

2. The four Errors leading to failure to establish the desired proposition 

—Ss. 7 10. 

3. The three Errors leading to mispresentatioD of one'a own conclusion 

—Ss. 11-13. 

4. The Error of Repetition—Ss. 14-15. 

5. The four Errors leading to failure to reply—Ss. 16-10. 

6. The three Errors of acquiescence in a defect, failure to attack, and 

misplaced attack—Ss. 20-22. 

7. Tae two Errors of Inconsistency and Fallacies—Ss, 23-24. 




APPENDIX B. 

SUTRAS OMITTED 

IN THE SECOND EDITION. 

* u ^ \ \ \ ^ » 

1. Moreover, the perception is not merely of a part, for there 
is a whole behind the part. 

The perception of a part does not exclude perception of the whole, 
of which it is a part. If you touch the hand, leg or any other limb of a 
person, you are said to touch the person. Similarly, if you perceive a part 
of a tiling, you are said to perceive the thing. A part implies the whole, 
and perception of a part implies perception of the whole. 

^ \ \ i w u 

2. There is, in the case of verbal testimony, no perception of 
the connection, 

The connection between a sign and the thing signified, which is the 
basis of inference, is obvious to perception. For instance, the inference 
that "the hill is fiery, because it is smoky" is based on a certain connec¬ 
tion between smoke and fire which is actually perceived in a kitchen or 
elsewhere. The connection between a word and the objects signified by it, 
which is the basis of verbal testimony, is not obvious to perception. The 
word Uttarakuru, for instance, signifies the country of the name, but the 
connection between the word and the country is not perceived, as the 
latter lies beyond our observation. Hence, verbal testimony is not 
inference. 

fqmTt ^H qt i l ^ min: n ^ i ^ i ^ n 

3. There is doubt about the nature of sound, because there are 
conflicting opinions supported by conflicting reasons. 

Some say that sound is a quality of ether, and that it is all-pervading, 
eternal, and capable of being manifested. Others say that sound, like 
smell, etc., is a quality of the substance in which it abides, and is capable 
of being manifested. Sound is said by others to be a quality of ether 
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and to be subject to production and destruction, like knowledge. Others 
again say that sound arises from the concussion of elements, requires no 
abode, and is subject to production and destruction. Hence, there arises 

doubt about the true nature of sound. 

I 

4. There is, according to the objector, no inaptness in the analogy, 
as the modification of a letter does not relinquish the general notion of 
letters. 

Just as gold is modified into a bracelet without relinquishing the 
general notion of gold, so the letter i undergoes modification as y without 
relinquishing the general notion of letters. 

5. A qualify belongs, we reply, to a thing possessing a general 
potion, but not to the general notion itself. 

A bracelet is a modification of a ring, inasmuch as both of them are 
gold which possesses the general notion of goldness. The letter y cannot 
be a modification of the letter i, because they have not as their common 
basis another letter which possesses the general notion of letterriess. 

6. Also because the things remembered are innumerable. 

If memory were lodged in things, we could remember innumerable 
things at a time. But none can remember more things than one at a time. 
Hence memory must be supposed to be a quality of a separate substance 
called soul (endowed with a mind). 

7. The senses are material substances inasmuch as they invari¬ 
ably receive obstruction. 

Nothing can offer obstruction to a non-material all-pervading sub¬ 
stance. 'The senses receive obstruction from wall, etc., and are therefore 
material substances. 

8. It is, we reply, not so because the objects of other senses are 
,not perceived by touch (skin). 

lahere had been only one sense, viz-, touch (skin), then it could 
have seen colour, heard sound and so on. But a blind man possessing 
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the sense of touch cannot see colour. Hence it is concluded that senses 
are many. 

9. Perception of various objects of sense is comparable to that 
of smoke by a special part of touch. 

Just ao smoke is perceived by a special part of touch located in the 
eye, so sound, smell etc., are perceived by special parts of touch specially 
located. 

10. This is, according to us, absurd as it involves contradiction. 

It has been said that touch is the only sense by the special parts of 

which special functions are performed. Now it is asked whether the 
special parts of touch do not partake of the nature of senses. If they do, 
then the senses are many. If on the other hand they do not partake of 
the nature of senses, then it is to be admitted that colour, sound, etc., are 
not cognisable by the senses. 

11. And it is through their commixture, continues the objector, 
that there is the apprehension of more than one quality* 

The objector further says as follows:— 

The earth possesses only odour ( smell ), and if sometimes savour 
(taste) is also found there it is because the earth is then mixed with 
water. Similarly if there is odour (smell) in water it is because the earth 
is mixed with it. 

12. It is, we reply, not so because there is no proof. 

The Samkhya says that the variety of knowledge arises from the 
same intellect appearing to be modified by the various objects which are 
reflected on it through the senses. The various modes which the intellect 
undergoes, that is, the various kinds of knowledge are not real but only 
apparent. The Naiyayikas dispose of this view by saying that there is 
no proof as to the unreality of the modes, that is, the various kinds of 
knowledge, inasmuch as they are found to originate and cease in due 
order in consequence of the contact of senses and their objects and vice 
versa. 
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13. [It is not true that] there is possibility of simultaneousness 
in the case of recollections which are independent of the efforts of 
attention, etc., just as in the case of cognitions derived from impres¬ 
sions of equal vividness not dependent on stimuli. 

Some say that recollections which are not dependent on the efforts 
of attention, etc., may be simultaneous like several cognitions or acts of 
knowledge that are produced from impressions of equal vividness without 
the aid of external stimuli. But this view is untenable because neither 
the recollections nor the several acts of knowledge are simultaneous. The 
acts of knowledge, though derived from impressions of equal vividness 
will appear in succession according to the amount of attention paid 
tothem, and the recollectons though not dependent on the efforts of 
attention will appear one after another in proportion to the strength of 
stimuli that revive them. 

14, It is unreasonable also on account of the non-perception 
of knowledge in pots and the like. 

In a pot there is activity indicated by the conglomeration of 
different earthy parts while in sand there is forbearance from activity 
indicated by the disruption of the parts from one another. Yet there is 
no knowledge; desire or aversion in a pot or sand. Hence the body is 
not the seat of knowledge, desire or aversion. 

15. If knowledge were permanent it would always be percep 
tibleso that there would be no recollection. 

If there is knowledge it is perceptible and as long as there is per- 
ceptionthere is no recollection. Hence on the supposition of knowledge 
being permanent there would be a total absence of recollection. 

16, And the separation between the soul and the body is effected 
bythe termination of the deserts. 
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It is in virtue of its deserts that a soul is joined with a particular 
body and it is by the exhaustion of the deserts that the separation 
between the two takes place. The soul cannot be separated from the 
body until it attains perfect knowledge through the cessation of ignorance 
and lust. 

17. It is not reasonable, because the body is found to be produced 
in case of both fulfilment and non-fulfilment of its ends. 

In the previous aphorism it was stated that the body was produced 
only to enable the soul to experience objects and to realize its distinction 
from matter (prakriti). In the present aphorism the Naiyayika points 
out the worthlessness of the statement by showing that the body is 
produced irrespective of the fulfilment or non-fulfilment of its ends, that 
is, it is produced in the case of the soul experiencing objects and realizing 
its distinction from matter as well as in the case when the soul remains 
t enchained on account of its failure to realize its distinction from matter. 

In a certain school of philosphy the desert is supposed to be a 
quality of the atoms and not of the soul. In virtue of the desert atoms 
are said to combine together into a body (endowed with a mind) to enable 
the soul to experience objects, and realize its distinction from matter. 
This school of philosophy fails to explain why the soul aaer it has 
attained emancipation (release) is not again connected with a body 
inasmuch as the atoms composing the body are never devoid of deserts, 

* U&lWU 

18. The fruit, we reply, is not immediate because it is enjoyable 
aaer a lapse of time, 

The fruit of maintaining the sacred fire is the attainment of heaven 
which is not possible until the time of death when the soul departs from 
our body. 

f^rrc 

19. An injunction must be appropriate to its occasion just as a 
topic must be appropriate to the treatise which deals with it. 

A treatise on Logic which is to deal with its own special problems 
cannot be expected to treat of etymology and syntax which farm the 
subject of a separate treatise. A sacred book which prafces to deal 
with the life of a householder can appropriately bestow every encomium 
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on him. A cereain Vedic text extols karma by saying that immortality is 
attained by the force of one's own acts, while another text lays down as a 
compliment to asceticism that immortality cannot be attained except 
through renunciation • Some text declares emphatically that it is by the 
knowledge of Brahman alone that one can attain immortality, there is no 
other way to it. There are again certain texts which attach an equal 
importance to study, sacrifice ann charity each of which is to be perform¬ 
ed by us at the different stages of our life. Hence a text which aims at 
extolling the life of a householder can, without creatiag any misappre¬ 
hension in us, lay down that as soon as we are born we incur three debts 
which we must go on clearing off until the time of our decay and death. 

20. In reinculcation there is no repetition in as much as a special 
meaning is deduced from the word which is repeated 

The hill has fire (proposition), 

Because it has smoke (reason), 

All that has smoke has fire 

as a kitchen (example), 

The hill has smoke (application), 

Therefore the hill has fire (conclusion). 

In this argument the "conclusion" is a mere repetition of the 
"proposition" and yet it serves a special purpose. 
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APPENDIX C. 

Vatsyayana's Commentary on the Nyaya-Sutras of Gotama. 

(SUMMARY) 

BOOK I: CHAPTER I. 

Topic i: Subject-matter, purpose and relations : Sutras 1-2. 

Pramana (Means of Proof) is connected with Artha (Object), because 
the success of activity (pravritti) depends on the establishment of the Artha 
by means of Pramana. Activity consists in the effort to acquire or to avoid 
an Artha after its cognition by means of Pramina. Artha is pleasure, cause 
of pleasure, pain, cause of pain. The knower (pramata), the means of 
knowledge (pramana), the knowable (prameya) and knowledge (pramiti),— 
these four terms comprehend artha-Tattva, the truth about the Object. 
By Tattva (reality) is meant, in the case of an existent thing, the being 
existent, and, in the case of a non-existent thing, the being non-existent. 
In other words, an existent something which always appears as existent 
and in a particular form and is never known in any other form, is called a 
reality. Similarly in the case of a non-existent thing. But how can a thing 
which does not exist be known ? The pramana which reveals an existent 
thing, reveals a non-existent thing as well. Absence of cognition, while the 
pramanas are operative, is the test of non-existence. 

The Nyaya-Sutras groups existent things under sixteen classes 
(I. i. 1). They constitute its subject-matter : Its purpose is to teach how 
to know them in their true character. Among these sixteen classes it is 
the knowledge of the reality of the soul and other knowables (I. i. 9) which 
is the cause of the attainment of the supreme good (nihs'reyasa). One 
attains the supreme good by thoroughly realising the four subjects estab¬ 
lished in the NyAya-Sutras, namely the thing to be avoided (,'.£., pain), its 
causes (i.e., desire and ignorance), absolute avoidance, and the means of 
such avoidance (i.e., true knowledge) which is to be secured. 

It is true that Pramana and Prameya comprise all objects. Doubt 
and the rest (I. i. 1) are included in them. These have been separately 
mentioned to show that they have received special treatment in the 
Nyya-Satras. Four Sciences (Vidya) have been propounded for the benefit 
of mankind : Vartta, vocation, the science of agriculture, trade, commerce, 
etc., which produces wealth (artha), supplies the physical needs of man ; 
Daadantti, the rule of the rod, polity, controls his passions, desires and 
emotions and enables him to enjoy the amenities (kama) of social life ; 
Tray!, the three Vedas (Rik, Yajus and Sama), which deals with the 
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sacrifice of Agnihotra, etc., enriches his religious experience (dharma); 
and Anviksiki, the science of reflection, critique, which deals with the soul, 
etc., ministers to his spiritual needs and helps him to attain Release (moksa). 
Nyaya-vidya is this fourth science of Anviksiki. If the Nyaya did not treat 
of doubt and the rest as its special subjects, it would not be distinguished 
from a pure science of the self like the Upanisads. 

Nyaya (reasoning) has no scope where the object either is not perceived 
or is already ascertained, but only where it is doubted. As has been said, 
" Ascertainment is the determination of the object by means of opposite 
views aaer first impression" (I. i. 41). The order of sequence is : first 
impression, doubt, opposite views, application of Nyaya (reasoning), deter¬ 
mination of the object, ascertainment, knowledge of reality. On this account, 
Sams'aya (Doubt) in the form of "what this may be," which is indetenn- 
minate cognition consisting of the mere first impression of an entity, 
is separately mentioned, though it is included in the class of Prameya 
(knowable.) 

Prayojana (Purpose) is that by which one is prompted to act. It is 
an object which one desires to secure or desires to reject. Purpose pervades 
all living beings, all acts and all systems of knowledge. For its promotion 
does Nyaya proceed. 

Nyaya is the investigation of objects by the application of the 
processes of proposition, etc. (I. i. 32) which are the Pramfmas (means 
of knowledge) such as Perception, etc. Inference based on percep¬ 
tion and revelation is called Anviksa, re-view, that is, review of what has 
been viewed by perception and revelation. The system of knowledge 

A 

which proceeds by this method, is Anviksiki, Nyaya-vidya, Nyaya-s'astra. 
Inference which is contradicted by perception and revelation, is pseuclo- 
nyaya, false reasoning. 

Vada, Jalpa and Vitanda are the three forms of discourse or contro¬ 
versy (Katha). Vada and Jalpa have definite ends in yiew ; Vitanda has 
not. Vada (assertion or discussion) has the ascertainment of the truth 
as its object. In Jalpa (sophistry) the opponent only seeks personal victory. 
Vitana (cavil) is merely destructive criticism. If it advances a proposition 
of its own, it ceases to be itself; if it does not, it becomes a meaningless 
jargon. 

Dristanta (Example) is an object of perception in respect of which the 
observation of common people and of experts is "unobstructed. It is a 
Prameya. It has bean separately mentioned on account of its importance. 
Both inference and revelation rest upon it : without it neither inference nor 
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revelation would be possible. The application of Nyaya depends upon it. 
The position taken up by an opponent is assailed on the ground of its 
contradiction to the Example ; by agreement with it one's own position is 
established. The Nihilist (nastika) abandons his nihilism if he admits an 
Example. If he does not admit one he robs himself of the weapon 
with which to strike down the opponent. It makes possible to define 
the Udaharana (instance), the third member of a Nyaya or syllogism 
(I. i. 35, 37). 

When an object is at last known in the form "Such and such exists," 
it is called a Siddhanta, an established tenet, a conclusion. It is also ' a 
Prameya. It has been separately mentioned because Vada , Jalpa and 
Vitandfi find scope only where there exists a diversity of siddhantas or 
principles of discourse, and not otherwise. 

Avayavas (Members), that is, the five beginning with Pratijna (Propo¬ 
sition) (I. i. 32), arc so called with reference to the concatenation of words 
considered as a whole, which completes the establishment of the object to 
be established. In them combine all the Pramanas : Preitijna (Proposition) 
(is the enunciation for demonstration to another of the object obtained 
from) Agama (revelation. Testimony) ; Hetu (Reason or Mark) is (the vehicle 
of) Anumana (Inference); Udaharana (Instance) is (an object of) Pratyaksa 
(Perception); Upanayana (Application) is Upamana (Comparison) ; Niga- 
mana (Conclusion) shows the convergence of all towards the same object. 
Such is the Nyaya par excellence. Vada, Jalpa and Vitanda proceed by 
means of it. The ascertainment of the specific character of a reality depends 
upon it. For this reason, the members have been separately mentioned, 
though, as forms of Sound, they are included in the general class of the 
Prameya. 

Tarka (Hypothesis) is neither included in the Pramfinas nor is it 
an additional Pramana, but is subservient to the Pramanas, and as 
such conduces to tattva-jnana, knowledge of reality. For instance : Is 
birth the result of past acts or is it the result of causes other than past acts ? 
The object being thus unknown, there follows rational doubt or conjecture : 
if birth is the result of acts, then termination of birth is possible through 
the termination of the cause ; but if it is the result of causes other than 
acts, then the termination of the cause being beyond the power of man the 
termination of birth is also impossible. Or, if birth is accidental, then as it 
happens by accident, it will happen again; the cause of cessation therefore 
cannot be expected ; hence the termination of birth is not possible. Tarka 
subserves the Pramanas which proceed to establish one out of the alternative 
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suppositions, namely that birth is due to action. It conduces to tattva- 
jSana, knowledge of reality, through an analysis of the subject-matter of 
tattva-jnana. Tarka which is of such a character, in association with the 
Pramanas, helps in the establishment as well as in the elimination of the 
object. For this reason it has been separately mentioned, though it is 
included in the Prameya. 

Nirnaya (Ascertainment) is tattva-jnana, knowledge of truth. It is 
the result of the Pramanas. Vada (discussion) ends with it. For its mainten¬ 
ance are Jalpa and Vitanda. Tarka (hypothesis) and Nirnaya (ascertainment) 
help carry on the affairs of the world. For this reason Nirnaya though 
included in the Prameya, has been separately mentioned. 

Vada is discussion in which different speakers take part, each seeking 
to make good his own hypothesis, and which ends with the establishment 
of one or other of the hypotheses. It has been separately mentioned to 
emphasise its special feature. By the use of it as so defined tattva-jnana, 
knowledge of truth, is attained. 

Jalpa (sophistry) and Vitanda (cavil) are varieties of Vada, and are 
employed to keep up the effort in the pursuit of truth. 

Hetvabhasas (Fallacies of Reason) thave been mentioned separately 
from Nigrahasthanas (Occasions for Rebuke,) because they furnish ground 
of attack in Vada, while Nigrahasthanas do so in Jalpa and Vitanda. 

Chhala (Quibble), Jati (Futility) and Nigrahasthanas have distinctions 
of their own and are therefore separately mentioned. 

A 

Thus is Anviksiki divided by the topics of the Pramauas, etc. It is 
the light of all sciences, the way of all actions, the foundation of all pious 
acts. It is this which has been recited among the four Sciences. 

And the tattva-jnana, knowledge of truth, produced by Anviksiki 
for the realisation of the supreme good, should be understood according to 
the scope of each science. In the present Science of the Soul it 
means knowledge of the truth about the soul, etc., and the realisation 
of the supreme good means the attainment of Release. 

The supreme good does not arise immediately aaer the knowledge of 
the truth about the soul, etc. False knowledge in many forms exists in 
regard to the prameyas from the soul to release (I. i. 9). E.g. the soul 
does not exist; the not-soul is looked upon as the soul, pain as pleasure, the 
non-eternal as the eternal, non-release as release, the cause of fear as not 
the cause of fear, the ugly as the pleasant, what is fit to be avoided as not 
so ; there is no karma (action) nor the fruit of karma; samsara (stream of 
births and deaths) is not due to dosa or faults ; there is no animal or embo¬ 
died soul or entity or soul which is to depart and, aaer departing, to come 
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back ; birth has no reason behind it, therefore cessation of births in future 
comes about by itself, hence existence aaer departing from life has a begin- 
nig but no end; it has a cause, but karma is not its cause ; re-birth does 
not require a soul, but is brought about by the disjunction and conjunction of 
the body, the senses and the stream of ideas 'and sensations ; in release we 
fear there is cessation of all action, in release which means separation from 
everything much that is good is lost, hence how can an intelligent man like 
such release which is unconsciousness, the cessation of all experience of 
pleasure ? 

From such false knowledge arise attraction for things agreeable and 
avertion to things disagreeable. Under the influence of attraction and 
aversion spring up untruthfulness, envy, delusion or attachment, greed, and 
other faults. The faults incite to acts of vice with the body, speech and 
mind. Vices produce adharma, demerit. Virtues produce dharma, merit. 
In the text (I. i. 2) pravritti, activity, has the sense of its products, merit 
and demrit. It is the cause of good or evil birth. 

Birth is the appearance of the body, the senses and the intellect, 
or coguition (buddhi) as an aggregate. It is the condition of Pain which 
is known as disagreeable feeling, hindrance, suffering, burning. 

These conditions, namely false knowledge, faults, activity, birth and 
pain, ever following without interruption, constitute samsara or the wheel 
of life. Knowledge of truth removes false knowledge. On the removal 
of false knowledge faults disappear. On the disappearance of faults activity 
ceases. On the cessation of activity birth does not take place. In the 
absence of birth there is no pain. In the absence of pain absolute success, 
i. e. release, which is the supreme good, is attained. 

Knowlege of truth is the opposite of the false notions mentioned 
above. And therefore just as food mixed with honey and poison is 
unacceptable so is also pleasure tainted with pain. 

The method of the Nyaya-Satras is threefold : enumeration, definition 
and examination. First is given the division of the subject enumerated, 
and then the definition of each division. Next is given the subdivision of 
the subject enumerated and defined. 

The subdivisions of Pramaua are Pratyaksa (perception), Anumana 
(inference), Upamana (comparison) and oabda (word). 

Pratyaksa is the vritti (modification) of each sense accordirg to each 
object appropriate to it. Vritti is proximity or knowledge. Whenever there 
is proximity there is knowledge of reality. The consequence of knowledge 
is the idea of avoidance or acquisition or indifference. 



( 234 ) 


Anumana is the knowledge of the object aaer the observation of 
the previously known mark. 

Upamana is the knowledge of an object by means of its resemblance 
to a known object. 

oabda is that by which an object is designated, i. e., made known as 
such and such. 

The four pramanas sometimes operate conjointly and sometimes 
individually according to the nature of the prameya. Thus : the existence 
of the soul is known from testimony, by inference (I. i. 10), and by percep¬ 
tion through a particular conjunction of the internal organ with the soul 
brought about by the power of meditation of a Yogi. In the case of heaven 
there can be neither the observation of a mark nor pjrception. When the 
rumbling of a cloud is heard, the cloud is not an object of perception or of 
testimony, but of inference from the sound. In the case of one's own hand 
there is neither inference nor testimony. 

Pramiti, knowledge, which is thus the result of the pramanas, 
ultimately rests on perception. The object of enquiry which is obtained 
from testimony, is sought to be known by means of the observation of the 
mark ; that which is inferred from the observation of the mark, is sought to 
be seen by perception ; and when the object is realised in perception the 
enquiry ceases. 

Topic 2 : Definition ,'Pramanas : Sutras 3-8. 

Gotama now proceeds to give the definition of each of the four 
pramanas. 

Perception is the knowledge which is produced from the contact of the 
sense with the object. The contact of the soul with the mind and of the 
mind with the sense is not mentioned, because it is common to cognitions 
produced by all the pramanas. The definition only gives the specific cause 
of perceptual knowledge. The knowledge of the object produced from the 
contact of the sense with the object takes the form of "colour", "taste", etc. 
The words, colour, taste, etc. are the names of the visayas or contents of the 
knowledge. But the name-words have no operation at the time of the 
production of the knowledge of the object ; they operate only when use has 
to be made of the knowledge. Hence the knowledge of the object produced 
from the contact of the sense with the object is independent of words. 
Again, mirage is also produced from the contact of the sense with the 
object. But it is not perception, because it is erratic, unreal. Perceptual 
knowledge must be unerring, real. For the same reason doubt or uncertain 
knowledge,', g. be that a post or a man, a cloud of smoke or of dust, is not 
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perceptual knowledge. Moreover, the latter must be discreet, specific, 
particular, and not general such as is produced from the contact of the soul 
with the mind alone. 

The soul, etc. as well as pleasure, etc. are also objects of perception. 
But their perception is not produced from the contact of the sense with 
the object. 

Manas, the mind, is a sense, but it has been separately mentioned 
because of its distinctive character. The senses are constituted by the 
elements, are restricted each to its own province, and possess attributes. 
The mind, on the other hand, is not constituted by the elements, and is 
all-extensive and without attribute. Hence it is said that perceptual know¬ 
ledge of the soul, etc., which is produced from a particular conjunction of 
the soul and the mind, is not produced from the contact of the sense with the 
object. Otherwise, the docrtine that the mind is a sense which has been 
established in the Vais'esika-Sutras, is also admitted in the Nyaya-Stitras, 
according to the rule of intepretation that the doctrine of another which is 
not controverted, is approved. 

Inference is the knowledge the antecedents of which are the observa¬ 
tion of the connection between the mark and the thing marked, and the 
observation of the mark (linga, sign). Recollection of the mark follows from 
the observation of the mark and the thing marked as connected. By means 
of recollection and the observation of the mark an unperceived object is 
inferred. 

Inference of succession is of three kinds : (1) from cause to effect, (2) 
from effect to cause, and (3) from change of position, as, e.g., the inference 
of the movement of the sun from its change of position in the sky. In¬ 
ference of co-existence is as of the fire by smoke ; that is, when two 
objects have been previously known as co-existent, the presence of one, 
though not perceived, is inferred from the presence of the other. Inference 
also takes place by the method of exhaustion or residue ; e. g. Vais'esika- 
Satras, II. i. 25. Again, where the connection of the mark and the thing 
marked is not an object ol perception, inference of the thing marked which is 
unperceived, may yet take place through the resemblance of the mark to 
some other object e. g., the inference of the soul by means of desire, etc. ; 
desire, etc. are attributes, attributes reside in substances, the substance in 
which desire, etc. reside, is the soul. 

The sphere of perception is the present ; that of inference is the 
present, past and future. 
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Comparison makes an object known through its resemblance to a 
known object, e. g. as the cow so the bos gavaeus. Comparison subserves 
perception. It enables one to know an object designated by a particular name. 

Testimony is the direction of an Apta, c. of one, be he a seer or 
a man of culture or a savage, who possesses true knowledge and is truthful. 
The object of testimony may be of this world or of the other world. 
The testimony of common people is confined to the things of this world ; 
the testimony of seers embraces things of the other world also. Both kinds 
of testimony are pramAna : the former is based on actual experience; the 
latter, on inference. 

It is by means of these four pramanas and not otherwise, that the 
affairs of gods, men and lower animals are conducted. 

Topic3 : Definition of Prameya (knowable): Sutras 9-22. 

The pramunas make known the soul, the body, the senses, object, cogni¬ 
tion, the mind, activity, faults, re-birth, the fruit, pain and release. The soul 
is the seer of all, the experiencer of all, the all-knower, the all-reacher. The 
body is the field of its experience. The senses are the instruments of its 
experience. The objects of the senses are the things to be experienced. 
The experience is cognition. The senses do not extend to all objects. That 
which embraces all objects is the inner sense, the mind. Activity and faults 
are the causes which accomplish the soul's experiences of the body, the 
senses, the objects, cognition, and pleasure. This body is neither its first 
nor its last. There is no beginning of its past bodies. Its future bodies will 
end only when release is attained. This is re-birth. The fruit is the 
action of pleasure and pain with their causes on the soul. Pain is a 
constant companion of pleasure and enters as an element in its experience. 
For this reason, and not to ignore the experience of pleasure as an agreeable 
feeling, pleasure has not been separately mentioned. Release is the 
negation of all possibility of births and deaths, the total annihilation of all 
pain. It is the final fruit of a process of self-culture of which the successive 
stages are withdrawal from the world and concentration upon the self, 
meditation, thoughtfulness, and dispassion. 

There are innumerable prameyas such as substance, attribute, action, 
genus, species, combination (Vais'esika-Satras, I. i. 4) and their varieties, In 
the Nyiiya-Sutras twelve prameyas have been specially taught, because 
knowledge of the truth about them leads to release, while false knowledge 
about them leads to the stream of births and deaths. 

The soul cannot be apprehended through the contact of the senses. It 
is known from testimony and from inference by the marks of desire, aversion, 
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activity, pleasure, pain and cognitions. Desire, aversion and activity imply 
recollection of past experiences of pleasure and pain, the power of selection 
of one particular object out of many as the cause of pleasyre or of pain, and 
the adaptation of activity towards its acquisition or avoidance. They 
therefore prove the existence of a single entity which witnesses a multitude 
of objects. Pleasure and pain also persist in memory ; the sight of their 
causes revives their memory. There must be therefore an entity in which 
pleasure and pain sink into oblivion. Cognition involves doubt and 
determination. The performer of the two functions must be one and the 
same. 

Some deny the existence of the soul and maintain that there is only a 
series ot conscious states severally corresponding to specific objects. But 
they also do not admit that the same series re-appears in other bodies. Even 
so it cannot be said to have influence in the same body at successive periods 
of time ; for the two cases do not materially differ from each other. In the 
individual body there is only one soul, for one can recollect only what one 
has seen, and not what has been seen by another, or has not been seen at 
all. Similarly souls are different in different bodies, for one does not 
recollect what has been seen by another. Those who deny the existence of 
the soul fail to explain these phenomena. 

The body is the field or vehicle of the soul's experience, because the 
movement towards the acquisition or avoidance of an object takes place in 
the body, because the efficiency of the senses varies according to the health 
or disease of the body, and because the resonance of pleasure and pain 
appears in the body. 

The instruments of experience, i. e., the senses, are the powers of 
smell, taste, sight, touch and hearing. The elements of the earth, water, fire, 
air and ether are their respective causes. Smell, taste, sight, touch and 
sound are respectively the attributes of the elements and the objects of 
the senses. 

Cognition is not, as some hold, the modification of an unconscious or 
insentient instrument or organ called buddhi, intellect. Consciousness cannot 
spring from unconsciousness. Buddhi, intellect or reason, is not the medium 
of cognition, but cognition itself. 

Memory, inference, testimony, doubt, ready wit, dream, cognition, 
conjecture, feeling of pleasure, etc. and desire, etc. are marks of the mind. 
The senses are not their cause. They must have some other cause. That 
is the mind. Simultaneous non-production of cognitions even while the 
senses are in contact with their objects is also the mark of the mind. 

2 
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.. Activity is the start or action of the body, speech and mind. In the 
Sutra.(I. i. 17) the mind is intended by the word "buddhi". 

Faults move the knower to activity. They are attraction, aversion and 
stupidity. Where there is false knowledge there are attraction and aversion. 
Their existence in others is known from their acts. 

Re-birth or transmigration is connection again with the body, the 
senses, the mind and cognition, whether here or elsewhere. The condition 
of recurrent births and deaths has no beginning and ceases on the attainment 
of release. 

Fruit is the experience of pleasure or of pain. It is inevitable so long 
there is connection with the body, the senses, objects and cognition. 

The mark of pain is badhana, i. e., obstruction or hindrance, suffering, 
burning. The element of pain is present in all things, the body, the senses, 
the objects, etc. They impede the activity of the soul. 

Release is everlasting deliverance from birth which is the source of 
pain. This is the state which arises when the present birth ends and another 
birth does not take place. This state continuing unlimited is called 
Apavarga, release. Abhaya, Ajara, Amrityupada,Brahrnaksemapralptiare 
its other descriptions. Abhaya is fearless: in release there is no longer any 
fear of samsara. Ajara is undecaying. This disproves the doctrine that 
Brahman modifies (parinama) as the fabric of the universe of names and 
forms. If Brahman undergoes modification as a whole, then as a whole it 
becomes other than it is, and therefore liable to destruction. If, on the other 
hand, it should modify in part, then being divisible it would be equally 
liable to destruction. Amrityupada is the status of non-death or immortality. 
This is in answer to the Vainas'ikas who hold that release is the extinction 
of the mind like the extinction of a lamp. Brahmaksemaprapti is the 
attainment of the bliss of Brahman. 

Some think that permanent pleasure, like the largeness of the soul, is 
manifested in the state of release, and that the absolutely released soul 
enjoys pleasure as so manifested. But there is no evidence, neither percep¬ 
tion, nor inference, nor testimony, that, permanent pleasure, like the largeness 
of the soul, is manifested in the state of release. If manifestation of per¬ 
manent pleasure takes place at a particular time, then it is a product and 
therefore requires a cause. If, on the other hand, the manifestation, like 
pleasure, is ever present, then a soul in bondage will also enjoy it as much 
as a released soul. If you say that the manifestation of pleasure is a pro¬ 
duct and that the conjunction of the soul and mind is its cause, then another 
contributory cause is.required. For, in the state of samsara, the .conjunction 
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of the soul and mind requires the aid of dharma or acts of virtue to 
produce the cognition of pleasure. But if in the state of release the conjunc¬ 
tion of the soul and mind is an independent cause of the cognation of- 
pleasure, then in the case of the cognition of colour, etc. the senses also will 
not be needed. If, again, dharma or acts of virtue be the contributory cause, 
then a cause of dharma is required, because it is a product. If, on the 
other hand, you say that virtue born of Yogic meditation or traace is the 
cause, then, as a product, it is liable to destruction, and as such it would 
negate unlimited enjoyment of pleasure, for, as an effect, the enjoyment will 
cease with the cessation of its cause. If you say that the manifestation of 
pleasure is ever present but that the connection of the soul with the body, 
etc. prevents its experience in the state of samsara, your position would be 
untenable. The body, etc. have been created to subserve the purpose of 
the soul's enjoyment. To say that they would obstruct such enjoyment is 
a contradiction in terms. On the other hand, there is no reason to infer that 
a soul without a body can have any experience. Instructions about release 
and the activity of the seekers of release do not furnish any such reason. 
For these are directed not to the attainment of a desired object but to the 
termination of what is not desired. There is no good which is not inter¬ 
penetrated with evil. The avoidance of evil therefore necessarily entails 
the avoidance of good as well. It is impossible to avoid evil separately. If you 
say that, as a matter of fact f people forsake visible temporary pleasure and 
long for permanent pleasure, we would rejoin that it would be better to 
suppose that in the same way aaer transcending the visible temporary body, 
senses and cognition, the released soul obtains permanent body, senses and 
cognition. In this way, the identity of soul in the case of the released will 
also be accomplished. The eternality of the body, etc", is no more opposed 
to the pramanas and therefore impossible to assume than the eternality of 
pleasure. When a revealed text predicates everlasting pleasure of a released 
soul, by pleasure it means non-exibtence of pain. Instances of such use of 
the word are plentiful in popular parlance. Should a man strive aaer 
release being attracted by the prospect of eternal pleasure, he cannot attain 
release, for attraction is a bond, and while the bond exists no one can be 
released. Now, if the sours attraction for eternal pleasure is abandoned, 
then-on its abandonment attraction for eternal pleasure does not become 
an obstacle. Such being the case eternal pleasure may accrue to the released 
soul or may not accrue. But the attainment of release does not stand on 
the horns of a dilemmaic doubt. 

- -Topic 4.: Definition of the preliminaries of a Nyaya : Sutras 23-25. 

■' • r 

Doubt is Consideration in expectation "of a distinction. Expectation 




( 240 ) 

of a distinction is the cognition that one does not find the characteristic 
which will determine one or another of two or more possible objects as a 
particular object. It arises (1) from the observation of common properties 
only appertaining (a) to objects of the same class, or (b) to objects of the 
same and different classes, or (2) from contradiction, e. g., the soul exists, the 
soul does not exist, or (3) from irregularity of perception and non-perception 
(for example, see text). 

Purpose is the object which is determined as fit to be acquired or fit 
to be avoided. It is the resolution which induces activity for the acquisition 
or avoidance of such an object. 

An Example is an object which is understood by people of insight 
in the same way as by common people who do not possess intellectual 
excellence either by nature or by training. 

Topic 5 : Definition of Siddhanta : Sutras 26-31. 

A tenet is the statement of the complete demonstration of an object 
as of a particular character. It may relate to the subject matter (i) of a 
system of knowledge or (2) of a topic of discussion or (3) of an admission 
made with a view to the examination of its special nature. 

The senses are the powers of smell, etc., the objects of the senses are 
smell, etc., the earth, etc. are the elements, objects are known by the pra- 
manas—these are examples of tenets common to all systems of knowledge. 
Non-existence cannot come into existence, existence cannot pass into non¬ 
existence, conscious entities do not change, there are intrinsic differences 
in the objects of the body, senses and mind as well as in their respective 
causes—these are peculiar to the Sarpkhyas, while among the special tenets 
of the Yogas are : elemental creation is due to the act of the purusa, the 
faults and activity are the causes of acts, conscious entities are endowed 
with their respective attributes, the non-existent can be brought into exis¬ 
tence, what is produced can be destroyed. 

The knower is other than the body or the senses, because, e. g., the 
same object is apprehended by sight and touch (111. i. 1)—this is the example 
of a leading or governing tenet. For from its establishment follows the 
establishment of the following : the senses are more than one ; the senses 
are restricted to their respective objects ; they are known by the appre¬ 
hension of their own objects, and are the means of the knower's cognition 
of objects ; substance is other than the attributes of smell, etc., and is the 
substratum of attributes ; consciousness comprehends all objects. 

The following is an example of an admitted tenet: Let it be assumed 
without examination that sound is a substance. Is it eternal or is it 
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non-eternal ? Being a substance it must be either eternal or non-eternal. 
Let us examine its special character. 

' Topic 6 : Definition of Nyaya : Sutras 32-39. 

The avayavas or members are the integral parts of an argument 
designed to establish a particular object. They are five in number. Some 
add five more, vis. inquiry, doubt, capacity, purpose and removal of doubt. 
But they are not integral parts of a Nyaya. Inquiry is for the sake of the 
true knowledge of an object which is yet unknown. True knowledge is for 
the sake of the acquisition or avoidance of the object or of indifference to 
it. When one makes such an inquiry another proceeds to demonstrate the 
object. Inquiry therefore cannot be a part of the argument or demons¬ 
tration. Similarly, doubt which gives rise to the inquiry, embraces contra¬ 
dictory attributes and therefore cannot be an antecedent or proximate 
condition of cognition; for only one or the other of two contradictory 
attributes can be the truth. Capacity is the capacity of the pramanas to 
make the prameya known to the knower, if the prameya is capable of being 
known at all. It cannot properly be a part of the demonstrative argument. 
Purpose is the ascertainment of the truth. It is the result of the argument 
and not its part. Removal of doubt is the censure of the opposite view and 
its preclusion for the sake of grasping the truth. It is not a part of the 
argument. Inquiry and the rest help to fix the object to be ascertained ; 
proposition and the other four members help to demonstrate the truth 
about it. 

Proposition is the enunciation of a thing as possessing the attribute 
which is going to be demonstrated. E. g. Sound is non-eternal. 

Reason is the means of the demonstration of the attribute in question 
through the generic nature of the attribute as shown by its existence in the 
Example. E. g. because it is a product. A product which is non-eternal, 
has been seen. 

The reason may be negative also. E. g. Sound is non-eternal, because 
products which arc eternal, are the soul and similar substances. 

The sadhya or the thing to be demonstrated may be an attribute, eg. 
non-eternality of sound, or a thing possessing an attribute, e.g. non-eternal 
sound. In the text (1. i. 36) "Tat" refers to the latter as "dharma," attribute, 
is separately mentioned. A Dris anta, Example, becomes an Udaharana, 
Instance or reference, when it possesses the attribute as possessing which 
the thing in question is to be demonstrated, as a necessary consequence of 
another attribute which it possesses in common with the thing. The instance 
therefore is the statement of the relation between the two attributes as of 
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that which is to be demonstrated and that which is the means of its demom 
stration. E. g. The attribute, to be a product, is common to sound and. a 
pot; in the pot the attribute, to be a product, is the cause of the attribute, 
to be non-eternal; the attribute, to be non-eternal, is to be demonstrated 
in the case of sound; therefore a pot possessing the attribute of non- 
eternality which is to be demonstrated in the case of sound as a necessary 
consequence of its attribute of being a product which it possesses in common 
with sound, fulfils the function of an Instance in the argument. Similarly 
an Instance may be of the negative kind. E g. sound is non-eternal, because 
it is a product; non-products are eternal, such as the soul, etc. Here the 
soul, etc. are negative Instances. 

The force of the Reason and the Instance is very subtle, difficult to 
understand, to be comprehended only by great scholars. 

Application is the statement which brings forward the attribute as 
such and such or not as such and such which the thing to be demonstrated 
possesses in common with the Instance. Application is either positive or 
negative according as the Instance or the Reason is positive or negative. 
E. g. a pot is a product, non-sternal; so is sound a product. The attribute 
of sound that it is a product is thus brought forward. Similarly, the soul 
is not a product, eternal; so is not sound. By the negation its attribute of 
being a product is brought forward (The Instance shows the universal 
concomitance of the reason and the thing to be demonstrated. Application 
is the bringing forward of such a reason in the thing to be established.) 

Nigamana or conclusion is the bringing together of the Proposition, 
Reason, Instance and Application. E. g. sound is non-eternal, because it is 
a product. 

In the statement of the argument consisting of the members the 
pramanas appear together and through mutual connection demonstrate the 
object. Their concurrence is shown thus : The proposition that sound is 
non-eternal, comes from Testimony. For, Perception and Inference 
corroborate it, and he who is not a Risi, is not independent of them. 
Inference is the Reason, because resemblance is discovered in the Instance. 
The Instance is an object of Perception. Comparison is the Application. 
Conclusion is the exhibition of the capacity of all of them to demonstrate 
one single object. Their mutual connection or inter-relation appears thus : 
The Proposition renders the operation of the reason, etc. possible. The 
Reason furnishes the means of demonstration ; is brought forward in the 
Instance and the thing to be demonstrated ; and by its predication makes 
the re-statement of the proposafon' in the Conclusion possible. The 
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Instance furnishes the resemblance or difference as the means of the 
demonstration of the thing; and makes Application possible through 
resemblance to it. Without Application the attribute which is the cause of 
demonstration cannot be brought forward in the thing, and it cannot in 
consequence demonstrate the object. Without Conclusion the proposition, 
etc., as isolated, cannot operate towards the. same end and therefore cannot 
produce demonstration. 

The function of the Proposition is to connect the attribute to be 
demonstrated with the thing. The function of the Reason is to state that 
the attribute to be demonstrated, whether it be similar or dissimilar to the 
Instance, is the cause of demonstration. The function of the Instance is to 
show that the two attributes are related in the same substratum as the thing 
to be demonstrated and the means of demonstration. The function of 
Application is the establishment of the co-existence of the attribute which, is 
the means of demonstration with the attribute which is to be demonstrated. 
Conclusion serves the purpose to exclude contrary suggestions against the 
establishment of the relation of that which is to be demonstrated and that 
which is the means of demonstration between the attributes present in the 
Instance. 

On the clear definition of the Reason and Instance there cannot arise 
multiplicity of Futility and Occasion for Rebuke (Cf. I. ii. 20) through 
varieties of opposition by means of resemblance and difference. He who 
uses Futility offers opposition without determining the inferential relation 
of the two attributes in the Instance. The inferential relation of the -two 
attributes being grasped as established in the Instance, the attribute which 
is determined as the means of demonstration, is adopted as the reason, and 
not mere resemblance nor mere difference. 

Topic ,' : Definition of the Accessories of a Nyaya: Sutras 4.0 — 41. 

Tarka, Hypothesis, is cogitation or conjecture, for the sake of know¬ 
ledge of truth, in respect of an unknown object by the elimination of 
contrary suppositions. To take the example of the soul: Is it a product 
or a non-product? This is Vimars'a, contraposition of two opposite 
attributes. Assent is given to the one or the other according as the reason 
for'such assent is forthcoming. If the soul is a non-product, it will 
experience the fruit of its action, and will on the eradication of the cause of 
re-birth attain release ; samsara and release will thus be possible. If it is 
a product, these will not be possible. For its connection with the body, etc. 
will not be the result of its action. Neither will there be the experience of 
the fruit of its own action. In this situation one gives one's assent to the 
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supposition which is based on reason, i,e. serves to explain the phenomena 
of re-birth and release. Cogitation or conjecture (Uha) in this form is called 
Tarka, hypothesis. This is not knowledge of the truth which ascertains, 
determines, makes certain that the soul is such and such and nothing else. 
It is for the purpose of the knowledge of the truth, It leaves the supposition 
to which assent is given, to hold the field undisputed ; aaer which knowledge 
of the truth is produced through the force of the pramanas.. 

Ascertainment is the determination of an object, aaer doubt, by means 
of the thesis and the counter-thesis. Here thesis means affirmation; 
and counter-thesis, negation. In a controversy one of these ultimately 
must cease and the other must stand. Ascertainment is the determination 
which will stand. But the determination of an object cannot be possible 
by means of thesis and counter-thesis. What really happens is this : The 
speaker supports the object proposed with reasons and attacks its negation. 
The opponent contradicts the reasons put forward by the speaker and repels 
the attack on the negation urged by himself. In the result the reasons and 
attacks either of the speaker or of the opponent cease. That which 
remains, whether the thesis or the counter-thesis, is one, and by means of it 
the object is determined. Such determination is ascertainment. 

Vimars'a, contraposition, helps Nyaya by distinguishing two contrary 
positions, and has reference to contraries residing in the same substratum. 
But where contradictory attributes of the individuals of a class spring from 
causes inherent in the individuals, there is not contraposition but colloca¬ 
tion. E. g. some substances are active, some are inactive. Again, in the 
same substratum contradictory attributes may appear at different times. 
E. g. a substance may be active at one moment and inactive at another 
moment. 

Contraposition is not required in every case of ascertainment. In 
perception the determination of an object through the contact of the sense 
and object is ascertainment. Similarly in matters of Sastra and Discourse 
there is no room for Contraposition. For Sastra, e.g. by Jyotistoma 
sacrifice one attains heaven, there can be no doubt. In Discourse both the 
speaker and the opponent are sure of their grounds. Contraposition applies 
only in cases of Examination or investigation. 

Book 1: Chapter ii. 

Topic 8 : Definition o/Katha (Discourse]: Sutras 1—3. 

There are three forms of Discourse, Vada or discussion (with elders), 
and Jalpa or sophistry and Vitanda or cavil (among rivals). Vada consists 
in the advancement of the thesis and counter-thesis, i.e. contradictory 
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attributes residing in the same substratum ; e.g. the soul exists, the soul 
does not exist. Such contradictories as reside in different substrata, e.g. 
the soul is eternal, cognition is non-eternal, do not form thesis and counter¬ 
thesis. In Vuda the thesis is maintained by, means of the pramanas, the 
counter-thesis is attacked or negatived by showing its absurdity, and vice 
versa. When in the process one is silenced the other is established. There 
is no room for the Occasion tor Rebuke in Vada, as its place has been 
assigned to Jalpa (I. ii 2). One form of Occasion for Rebuke, viz. the 
fallacy of reason called the contradictory (I. ii. 6) is permitted in Vada, as 
also are "Saying too little" (V, ii. 12) and "Saying too much' 1 (V. ii. 13). 
In the text (I. ii. 1), "Pramanatarka", though included in "Avayava," are 
separately mentioned to show that the establishment of the thesis only is to 
be done by pramanas, and the negation by tarka. In Vada the maintenance 
of the thesis and the negation of the counter-thesis may be done also by the 
pramanas, e.g. perception, etc., independently of the five members of a 
Nyaya. The maintenance of the thesis and the negation of the counter¬ 
thesis are equally the functions of Vada whereas negation is the main 
function of Jalpa. 

As in Vada the thesis is maintained by means of pramanas and the 
counter-thesis is negatived by means of tarkas, so in Jalpa these two objects 
are achieved by means of Chhala, Jati and Nigrahasthana. These however 
fulfil a negative function, as is clear from their definitions (I. ii. 10, 18, 19). 
They therefore do not directly serve to maintain or establish the thesis. But 
they do so indirectly by lending support to the pramanas establishing the 
thesis, by the negation of the counter-thesis (vide IV. ii. 50). Jalpa thus 
subserves Vada. 

Vitanda, on the other hand, is mere negation. It lends no support to 
the maintenance either of the thesis or of any counter-thesis. Nor does it 
seek to establish any thesis of its own. It is not directed to any such end. 
In this it is distinguished from Jalpa. 

Topic 9 : Definition of Fallacy of Reason : Sutras : 4-9. 

Fallacies of Reason lack the characteristic of a mark of inference 
in a given case but appear as such a mark as they may be marks 
of inference in other cases. They fall into five classes. (i) The 
erratic is not confined to one or the other of two contradictory 
attributes, e. g. where the eternality of sound is to be established, 
untouchability cannot be the mark of inference, for while a pot which 
possesses touch is non-eternal, the atoms which also possess touch 
are eternal. Again, the soul which is without touch is eternal, whereas 

3 
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cognition which is also touchless is non-eternal. (2) The contradictory is 
the mark which contradicts the very tenet on which it rests. E. g. A modi¬ 
fication, loses its identity as it cannot be eternal; though it loses its identity, 
it still exists as it cannot be destroyed. The reason that a modification cannot 
be eternal is contradicted by the speaker's own tenet that a modification 
which is losing of identity still exists. For that which loses its identity 
ceases to exist. Existence and loss of identity are contradictory attributes 
and cannot abide together. (3) Where the subject matter of the topic is 
advanced as the reason for the desired inference, the mark is said to be 
identical with the topic, e.g. it is not known whether sound is eternal or 
non-eternal. Eternality and non-eternality are in this case the contradictory 
attributes the contraposition of which starts the discussion of the topic. To 
advance as a reason for the desired inference that sound is eternal or that 
sound is non-eternal is to stop the discussion altogether and to make the 
determination of the truth impossible. (4) The mark which itself stands 
in need of proof equally as the subject is called identical with the subject. 
(For example see text, I. ii. 8). (5) The time-expired mark : the com¬ 
mentary has been fully given in the text. 

Topic 10 : Definition of Quibble : Sutras : 10-17. 

Quibble consists in playing upon (1) words, (2) ideas and (3) meta¬ 
phors. E.g. (1) A quadruped means an animal and not a table. (2) To 
say that a particular Brahmana is learned is not to say that learning is an 
attribate of the genus Brahmana so that all Brahmauas are learned. (3) The 
scaffolds cry, means that the men on the scaffolds for execution cry, and not 
the wooden structures. Between verbal and metaphorical quibbles there is 
this distinction that while in the former there is supposition of a different 
sense, in the latter there is negation of the existence of a sense. 

Topic ii: Definition of General Faults in Marks of Inference due to 
incapacity of the speaker: Sutras : 18-20. 

These are Jati and Nigrahasthana. Jati literally means that which is 
bom. Here it means whatever reply is provoked or called into being by the 
reason advanced by the opponent. It is applied to negative the opponent's 
reason through resemblance and difference. Where the reason brings 
forward the resemblance to the Instance, Jati opposes the reason by 
bringing forward the difference from the Instance, and vice versa. 

Nigrahasthana is ground of defeat. Examples of Nigrahasthana are 
self-contradictory or wrong conclusion, failure to reply, etc. 

The varieties of Jati and Nigrahasthana are manifold (see I. ii. 20, 
V, i. 1 and V. ti.l). 
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BOOK II-.CHAPTER 1. 

Topic 12 : Doubt: Sutras : —7. 

Ascertainment has been defined (Sutra I. i. 41) as the determination, 
aaer raising doubts, of an object by means, of thesis and counter-thesis. 
Doubt has been defined in Sutra I. i. 23. But some doubt the possibility of 
doubt. Their arguments are stated below : 

(1) An attribute belonging to objects of the same class which is either 
wholly unknown or wholly known cannot cause doubt. 

(2) An attribute which is cognised as belonging to two definite objects 
of the same class cannot cause doubt, because the objects are thereby 
cognised. 

(3) Cognition of a common attribute cannot raise doubt in respect 
of the object possessing the attribute, as an attribute is different from an 
object. 

(4) Cognition of a common attribute cannot cause doubt because 
cognition is opposed to doubt. 

(5) —(8) The same objections apply mutatis mutandis to the case of 
an attribute belonging to objects of different classes. 

(9) Cognition of the attribute of one of two possible objects, e. g., 
"Be it a man or a post," also cannot cause doubt, because cognition of the 
attribute means cognition of the object. 

(10) Differences of opinion and irregularity of perception and non¬ 
perception also cannot be the cause of doubt unless one becomes aware of 
these differences and of the irregularity, and when one becomes aware of 
them he has cognition of them and cognition is opposed to doubt. 

(n) Those who hold different opinions in respect of an object are 
certain about their own opinions. 

(12) The irregularity of perception and non-perception is also fixed in 
itself. 

(13) If cognition of common attributes be a cause of doubt then doubt 
will never cease, because even when the objects are determined the common 
attributes will still belong to them and enter into cognition along with 
them. 

To the above our reply is as follows : 

(1) The Sutra (I. i. 23) does not mean that common attributes them¬ 
selves are causes of doubt. It means that cognition of common attributes 
causes doubt. This is clear from the expressions "Apeksa", "Upapatti" and 
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"Dharma". Apeksa is need, expectancy, of cognition, Upapatti is existence, 
the cognition that common attributes are present. Dharma, attribute, is an 
object and implies the cogniser. 

(2) That an attribute is common to two objects of the same class 
refers to a previous experience when the two objects were cognised. The 
cognition of the attribute subsequently fails to decide which of the objects is 
the thing that now stands before the eyes. This decision can be arrived at 
by the cognition of the attribute which differentiates one of the objects from 
the other. Hence there is room for doubt, 

(3) The Sutra does not say that the cognition of one object is the 
cause of doubt in respect of a different object. 

(4) It is true that cognition is opposed to doubt. But the cause of 
doubt is not the cognition of the common attribute but non-cognition i. e., 
uncertainty, as to the distinctive attribute. 

(5) —(8) The same replies apply to the objections in regard to the 
doubt caused by the cognition of the common attributes of hetergeneous 
objects. 

(9) When an object is cognised as such its specific character is 
cognised. For this reason, doubt does not arise in respect of it. 

(10)—(12). As regards differences of opinion and irregularity of percep¬ 
tion and non-perception, their certainty and fixity cannot prevent doubt, 
because what is wanted to be known is the specific character which will 
determine which opinion and which perception and non-perception are 
true. So long as this distinctive attribute is not cognised there must be 
doubt. 

(13) The Sutra does not say that the cognition of common attributes 
alone causes doubt. Doubt depends upon the non-cognition of the distinctive 
attribute. When this is known doubt ceases. Hence perpetual doubt is not 
entailed. 

In every critical examination of an object the thesis and counter-thesis 
should be thus established first by the removal of objections to them. 

Topic 13 : The Pramanas in general : Sutras : 8-20, 

Some thinkers maintain that Perception, Inference, Comparison'and 
Word are not pramanas (sources of knowledge) because it cannot be shown 
that they exist before, aaer, or along with, the prameyas (objects of 
knowledge). If Perception, e.g. cognition of smell, etc. by the senses, 
exists as a pramana before the existence of the smell, etc., then the defini¬ 
tion of Perception as cognition produced from the contact of the senses and 
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objects does not hold good. On the other hand, if Perception as a pramana 
comes aaer the cognition of the prameya, then it is useless as the prameya 
has already been otherwise cognised. Lastly, if the pramanas co-exist with 
the prameyas then there would be simultaneity of several cognitions and 
the inference of the mind by the non-simulateneity of cognitions would be 
demolished. 

To the above objection, we reply as follows :— 

The fallacy of the objector's reasoning lies in this that he has dis¬ 
tributed the pramanas, and has compounded the prameyas, in respect of 
time. The prameyas (like the pramanas) do some come before, some aaer, 
and some along with, the pramanas. Thus, the sun's rays appear before 
their effect, the blooming of the lotus ; a lamp which illumines an object in 
a dark room comes aaer the object ; where the existence of fire is in¬ 
ferred by the existence of the smoke the cause and object of cognition 
appear at the same time. There is therefore no hard and fast rule as to 
the relative position of the pramanas and the prameyas in time. Moreover, 
pramana and prameya are correlative terms as the cause and the object 
of cognition, Where the pramana follows the prameya the correlation 
still exists, as a "cook" is always a cook even when he is not actually cook¬ 
ing. 

Then, what docs the objection establish ? Is it the negation of the 
existence of the pramanas or the knowledge of their non-existence ? It 
cannot be the former because when you proceed to negate their existence 
you thereby admit their existence, for what is non-existent cannot be 
negated. It cannot be the latter, because your very argument becomes a 
pramana as it makes known the non-existence of the pramanas, Perception, 
etc, 

The reason advanced by the objector again can be turned equally 
against himself. The reason is "non-existence in the past, future and pre¬ 
sent". The negation cannot precede the thing to be negated, i. e. the 
pramanas, because there is then nothing to be negated. If it follows, then 
in the absence of the negation, the pramanas cannot be called the thing to 
be negated. If it co-exists with the pramanas, then the existence of the 
thing to be negated being admitted the negation becomes useless. 

Again, the opponent's reasoning is invalid if he cannot cite a familiar 
instance (I. i. 32) in support of the reason. If he cites a familiar instance 
then this being an object of perception, Perception as a pramana is admitted 
by him and his negation of all pramanas falls to the ground. The reason 
thus becomes what is known a the fallacy of the contradictory reason 
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(I. ii. 6). Further, we have already shown that in the reasoning of five 
members all the pramanas are combined. The opponent cannot say that 
the pramanas are valid in his reasoning and not in the reasoning of others. 

The reason, "non-existence in the past, future and present", advanced 
by the opponent, does not also stand scrutiny. For pramanas do operate 
subsequently as when the existence of a flute is inferred by its tune. 

The pramanas are thus established. Pramana and prarneya are, how¬ 
ever, correlative terms. Whatever is the cause of cognition is pramana ; 
whatever is the object of cognition is prarneya. When the nature, character 
and strength of a pramana is under examination it is a prarneya, just as 
scales and weights by which things are measured may themselves be objects 
of measurement. Thus the soul, being the object of cognition, is a prarneya 
(knowable) ; as it is an independent agent in the act of cognition, it is the 
knower. Cognition, being the cause of apprehension, is pramana ; as an 
object of apprehension, it is a prarneya. Where it is neither pramana nor 
a prarneya it is pramiti (knowledge). 

Now, admitting all this, asks the opponent, are the pramanas, Per¬ 
ception, etc., established by other pramanas or are they independent of 
any pramana ? Our answer is that to admit the need of other pramanas 
would entail infinite regression which is illogical, while to say that 
the pramanas do not stand in need of establishment would imply that the 
soul and other prameyas also do not require to be established and that the 
pramanas themselves are futile. Our reply therefore is that just as a lamp 
which is a cause of perception is itself made known by the contact of the 
eye which is alo a cause of perception, in other words, just as Perception is 
the pramilna of Perception, so the pramanas, Perception, etc., arc established 
by themselves mutually. It is not necessary that pramana and prarneya should 
belong to different classes of objects. It is seen that the soul knows itself by 
itself in such cases as "I feel pleasure, I feel pain." So also is the mind 
inferred by the mind, non-simultaneity of heterogeneous cognitions being 
the mark of its inference. Moreover, nothing is known to exist which cannot 
be cognised by the four pramnnas. There is therefore no reason to assume 
other pramanas. 

Some are of opinion that just as a lamp reveals itself as well an object 
without the aid of another lamp so the pramanas reveal themselves as well 
as their objects and do not require the aid of other pramanas. This view 
cannot be accepted. For there are objects such as a pot which do not reveal 
themselves but require pramanas. Is there any special reason to account for 
the difference in the two cases ? If there is no such reason, the example 
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cited leads to no conclusion but stands by itself. If there is such a reason 
then the example presents a special case and does not establish a general 
rule. 

Topic 14 : Of Perception : Sutras : 21—32. 

Some think that the definition of Perception (I. i. 4) is incomplete as it 
does not include the contact of the soul and the mind, whereas in the absence 
of such contact there can be no perception. We also hold that the contact 
of the soul and the mind is also necessary for the production of perception. 
Others think that the contact of the sense and the object is the cause of 
perception because the one precedes the other. In that case space, position, 
time and ether would also be the cause of perception for they always precede 
it. But they are not. Let us now explain why the contact of the soul and 
the mind and the contact of the mind and the sense have not been included 
in the definition of perception. Cognition is an nttribute of the soul and is 
the mark of its existence (I. i. 10), and non-simultaneity of cognitions has 
been assigned as the mark of the existence of the mind (I. i. 16). It has 
thus been mentioned that the contact of the soul and the mind and of the 
mind and the sense is also a cause of perception. The contact of the soul 
and the mind is not only a cause of perception but also of inference, com¬ 
parison and verbal cognition. But the contact of the sense and the object 
is the specific cause of perception alone. Hence it has been expressly 
mentioned. Not only is it the specific cause, it is also the dominant cause 
of perception as evidenced in the case where a loud sound or the like 
forces itself upon the notice of a man in sleep or absorbed in other things. 
Moreover, it is by reference to the senses and the objects that cognitions 
are differentiated as tactual, ocular, olfactory, etc. 

When a perception forces itself into the soul during sleep or distrac¬ 
tion the contact of the mind with the soul and the sense surely takes place. 
This contact is not due to the volition and attention of the soul. But in .the 
soul abides another attribute namely adrista, produced by Activity and the 
Faults, which accomplishes all things. Directed by adrista the mind comes 
into contact with the sense. Adrista it is which produces substances, 
attributes and actions, induces action in the four classes of atoms and in the 
mind, and produces bodies, senses and objects. 

' Some argue that Perception is really inference, because in it from the 
apprehension of a part the whole is cognised. For instance, the eye sees a 
part of the tree and the cognition of the tree is produced. Let us consider 
this objection to our doctrine of Perception as a separate pramana. The 
tree is either a mass of atoms or an organised whole different from the 
atoms. In the former case neither the part apprehended nor the other part 
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is the tree ; hence there can be no inference from the one to the other. If 
it is said that from the one part the other part is inferred and then the two 
parts are integrated producing the cognition of the tree, then the cause of 
the cognition of the tree is not inference but something else. In the latter 
case as in the opinion of the opponent the whole is not present in the part 
apprehended it is not apprehended and even if it is apprehended then there 
is no occasion for its inference. Moreover, the reason advanced by the 
opponent, namely apprehension of the part, disproves his case, for at least 
the part is the object of Perception. Lastly inference is based on Percep¬ 
tion, e.g. of fire and smoke as connected. 

What is then the object other than the part ? Is it a whole or an 
aggregate of atoms ? By a whole we mean a unity, the product as dis¬ 
tinguished from its constituent parts, of which the parts arc the substratum 
and in which the causes of apprehension are present. Every product is 
such a whole and not a mere aggregare of atoms. Such being the case 
there is not merely the apprehension of a part only but also of the whole 
associated with the part. To this the opponent replies by saying that as 
the whole by its very conception covers all the parts and is not limited to 
any single part it is impossible that there should be the apprehension of the 
whole in the apprehension of a part. We reply that partial apprehension 
is intelligible in the case of the parts which by their nature are disconnected 
and mutually exclude one another. But in the case of the whole such 
partial apprehension is impossible because it is an indivisible unity and has 
no part except its constituents from which it is distinct. By its nature the 
whole is apprehended as a whole along with the parts which are apprehen¬ 
ded and is not apprehended with the parts which are not apprehended. 

Topic 15 : Of the Whole (Avayavi): Sutras : 33—36. 

The doubt as to the existence of the whole as distinct from its consti¬ 
tuent parts is not justified. These constituent parts, viz., the atoms, are 
themselves imperceptible. And if the whole did not exist there would be 
non-apprehension of " all," that is, substance, attribute, action, genus, 
Species, and combination (vide Vais'esika-Sutra, I. i, 4). But these are 
actually apprehended, e. g. the pot (substance) is dark, one, large, connec¬ 
ted with the floor (attributes), shakes (action), exists (genus), is earthen 
(species) (the attributes inhering in it by combination). The whole therefore 
exists. The Sutra (II. i. 35) also supports the existence of the whole by the 
argument that without there being a whole the parts could not hold 
together nor could the thing be capable of being pulled, etc. This reason¬ 
ing may not be convincing. For the holding, pulling, etc, are due to 
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cohesion (samgraha, integration). Cohesion is a distinct attribute co¬ 
existing with the conjunction of the parts and produced by moistness as in 
the case of an unburnt pot, and by melting as in the case of the burnt pot. 
With the whole as their cause these should have been possible in the case 
of a heap of dust. And where no such whole is produced, as, e.g., when 
pieces of wood are glued together, even there they should not have held 
together and been capable of being pulled. 

Those who maintain that the object of perception is not the whole 
but the aggregate of atoms should, on the contrary, be asked : When you 
apprehend the object as one, what is your idea of unity ? Do you mean 
by it identity or plurality of objects? If you say that unity is the identity 
of the object, then such unity is distinct from the diversity of the atoms, 
and the whole is thus established. If, on the other hand, you say that 
the idea that the object is one is in respect of the plurality of atoms cons¬ 
tituting the object, then the idea is self-contradictory. 

The opponent may rejoin that a plurality can by reason of distance 
give rise to the idea of unity as in the case of an army or a forest. We 
reply that this cannot be, for the reason that while diversity of the units 
composing an army or a forest can be apprehended on nearer approach, the 
diversity of the individual atoms can never be so apprehended, so that 
the error as to the apparent unity of an army or a forest cannot arise in 
regard to an assembly of atoms. 

Again, an army or a forest is, on the theory of the opponent, nothing 
but an aggregate of atoms, and the unity of such aggregates is the very 
thing which is under examination. The instances cited are therefore them 
selves in need of proof. 

Then, error presupposes correct cognition. It is possible to mistake a 
post for a man only when one possess cognition of a real man. Similarly' 
the erroneous idea of unity in respect of an aggregate of atoms presupposes 
the existence of unity somewhere. It cannot exist in the aggregate for the 
aggregate is a plurality. It must therefore exist in something distinct from 
the plural aggregate, the whole. Hence a pot is not a mere collection 
of atoms but is a whole, as otherwise it could not be perceived as one. 

- It may be argued that the idea of unity derived from the apprehen¬ 
sion of sound, touch, smell, etc., as one may account for the apprehension 
of an aggregate of atoms as one. But the argument is not supported by 
any special reason which would show that the apprehension of a pot as 
one is erroneous and not correct. Moreover, sound, touch, smell, etc., are 
also of a composite character like a pot. 

4. 
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Unity and magnitude co-exist. The atoms have no magnitude. Yet 
a pot constituted by them possesses magnitude. Similarly a pot possesses 
unity. In respect of magnitude also a pot bears no analogy to sound which 
is known as minute and large, for sound has no extension which can be 
delimited like the extension 'of a pot. Again, the conjunction of two 
objects which does take place could not be possible were they only aggre¬ 
gates of atoms instead of unities. Conjunction is a distinct attribute and not 
unreal. It develops a new attribute in the conjoint object ; a flagged staff 
is neither a staff nor a flag. The cause of the cognition of the staff as thus 
qualified is conjuction. It is apprehended along with the apprehension of 
the qualified object. It cannot belong to atoms or collections of atoms as 
in that case it could not be apprehended. 

The existence of natural kinds such as cow-ness, horse-ness, tree-ness, 
etc. which cannot be ignored, also proves the existence of an object which 
is present in the aggregotes of atoms and is yet different from them. These 
distinct objects are the unitary wholes. 

Topic 16 : Of Inference : Sutras : 37-3s. 

Some say that Inference can never be an instrument of true cognition 
because, e.g., the swelling of a river may be due to obstruction as well as to 
rain, the carrying off of eggs by ants may be due to disturbance of their nests 
as well as to imminence of rain and the screaming of the peacock may be 
imitative as well as real, so that the inference by means of these marks, 
namely that rain has fallen, that rain will fall and that rain is falling, may 
be all incorrect. To this we reply that this is not so, that is, that inference 
as an instrument of right cognition is not invalid, and that the incorrectness 
of the inference in the cases cited is due not to the defective nature of the 
process of Inference but is due to the fallacious character of the marks. It is 
because the man mistakes pseudo-marks for true marks that he falls into error. 

Topic 17: Of the Present Time : Sutras '39-43. 

We have said that inference operates in respect of matters past, future 
and present. But the opponent denies the existence of the time present. 
His argument is that when a falling fruit detached from the stem approaches 
towards the ground all that can be seen is the distance it has fallen and 
the distance it has to fall and not any intervening distance whichcan 
give the idea of the present that it falls or is falling. We reply that time 
is manifested not by distance (space) but by action. The past is the time 
where action has ceased; the future, where it will take place ; and the 
present, where action is apprehended in the object. Thus the past and the 
future depend upon the present. They cannot be a pair of correlated duals 
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like long and short, light and shade, for there is no reason for such corre¬ 
lation ; nor is the past or the future itself established otherwise than by 
reference to the present. Moreover, there is no universal correlation of 
duals ; e. g. colour and touch, smell and taste are not correlatives. Further, 
the past and the future cannot be mutually the cause of each other, for so 
long as one of them is not established it cannot serve as the cause of the 
other, and vice versa. The truth is that the present is manifested by the 
existence of the object : substance exists, attribute exists, action exists. 
He who denies this denies the possibility of Perception, for Perception 
requires contact of the senses with objects which exist, are present. Infer¬ 
ence, etc. depend upon Perception. The denial of the present therefore 
amounts to a denial of knowledge itself. Again, we have apprehension of 
the present alone as well as in association with the past and the future. 
For action may be continuous as in cooking or repeated as in cutting down 
a tree. In these cases all the three times are associated ; e.g. the cooking 
commenced, the cooking is going on, the cooking will be completed. The 
object exists, is the instance of the apprehension of the present by itself. 

Topic 18: Of Comparison : Sutras: 44-48. 

Comparison (vide Sutra I. i. 6), says the opponent, fails as an instru¬ 
ment of true cognition in any case ; for if the resemblance is complete the 
cognition will be " As a cow so a cow " ; if it is incomplete, the cognition 
will be. "As a bull so a buffalo" ; and if it is partial the cognition will be " As 
one thing so anything else," which are all absurd. To this we reply that 
Comparison does not proceed on mere resemblance but on the well-known 
resemblance, that is, on the resemblance which is definitely known to be the 
means of establishing cognition of an object. Let then Comparison be a 
form of Inference, rejoins the opponent, as in both cases there is cognition 
of the unknown by the known. We reply that Comparison is distinguished 
from Inference in this that in the former it is necessary, while in Inference 
it is not necessary, to see the object to be known. E. g. the bos gavaeus 
must be seen before it can be known as such by its resemblance to the 
cow. Moreover, in Comparison the resemblance must be pointed out by one 
to another. The man who knows both the cow and the bos gavaeus points 
out the resemblance to the man who knows the cow but does not know 
the bos gavaeus. Lastly, the conclusion in Comparison takes the form 
" as the cow so the bos gavaeus " but the conclusion in Inference is not of 
this form " As the smoke, so the fire." 

Topic 19 : Of the Word in general: Sutras : 49-56. 

The opponent says that Testimony is not different from Inference, 
because (1) the meaning which is not known and which is not an object of 



( 256 ) 


perception is known by means of the word which is known, as in Inference 
the unknown is known by means of the known, (2) cognition from Testimony 
does not, as does cognition from Comparison, differ from cognition from 
.Inference, and (3) there is universal concomitance of the word and its 
meaning. To this we reply that in Testimony the word by itself is not 
competent to produce cognition of truth, and that it derives the force to 
produce such a cognition only from its being spoken by an apta or truth¬ 
knowing benevolent person, as in the case of " heaven," " apsaras," " uttara 
kurus," "seven islands and seven oceans," "the worlds Bhuh, Bhuvah, 
Svar, etc.," and so on. Inference is not so dependent upon an apta. This 
also constitutes the difference of cognition from Testimony to cognition 
from Inference. Again, the relation of the word and the meaning is that 
of the signifier and the significate, and is not natural (dependent on and 
following from a law of nature). Natural concomitance exists between two 
objects when both are perceptible to the senses, as in the case of fire and 
smoke. But objects denoted by words are not perceived by Hearing, and 
there are objects denoted by words which are not perceptible by any sense. 
Therefore the supposed natural connection of the word and meaning cannot 
be established by any means. It cannot be said that the meaning always 
accompanies the word, for in that case whenever the words food, fire, and 
sword are uttered the mouth should be filled with food, burnt with fire and 
cut with sword. Neither can it be said that the word always accompanies 
the meaning, for in that case the vocal apparatus should be found near the 
pot and other objects. It is true there is a uniformity in the relation of the 
word and the meaning. But this uniformity is due to convention created 
by the will of man and handed down from generation to generation. This 
is clear from the fact that the same word conveys different meanings among 
different races of mankind. 

. Top it 20 : Of the Veda : Sutras : 57-68. 

Some condemn the Veda on the ground of futility, contradiction and 
repetition. But where the Vedic injunctions fail of their purpose the 
fault does not lie with the Veda but with the performer and the performance 
(in the same way as scientific experiments fail in the hands of novices). 
The so-called contradictory injunctions have reference to different points of 
time. ' The so-called repetition is re-inculcation with a purpose. The state¬ 
ments in the Veda admit of interpretation in the manner of secular 
statements. They are either : (1) injunctions or (2) exhortations or (3) 
re-inculcations. E. g. (1) He who desires heaven let him perform the 
Agnihotra sacrifice; or let him cook food; (2) this is the first among the 
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sacrifices, this Jyotistoma, etc. ; or life, strength, pleasure, etc. are all in the 
food; (3) he offers, Agnihotra, he offers with curd ; or cook, cook. The 
authoritative character of the Veda rests on its being the declaration of 

A 

Aptas as in the case of Mantras and Medical Science. Mantras to 'counter¬ 
act poisons, ghosts and lightning and medicines to cure diseases are 
vindicated by results. Some of the Vedic injunctions are similarly vindicated 
by results. The infallibility of others is inferred from the infallibility of 
the Aptas who have declared them. The Aptas are persons who have 
directly known the truth) who are kind to living beings and who are willing 
to communicate the truth as known by them. In the secular affairs of men 
also reliance on statements of aptas is seen. Moreover, the same Risis who 
are the seers and speakers of the Veda are also the seers and speakers of 
Mantras and medicines. 

The Vedic words are authoritative because they are significant of 
truth and not because they are eternal. They are not eternal as in that 
case all words would be related to all objects at the same time. Non- 
eternality does not entail loss of significance, for ordinary secular words 
which are not eternal are yet significant. Secular words cannot be eternal, 
for in that case the statements of those who are not aptas would not be 
untrue. It cannot be said that the words of non-aptas are non-eternal, for 
there is no reason to distinguish them from the words of the aptas. In the 
case of secular words also their validity depends on convention and not on 
their eternality. In both cases the authority of the aptas confers authority 
on their words. The eternality of Vedic words arises from their uninter¬ 
rupted succession in tradition, study and application in all ages and world- 
cycles (manvantaras), past and future. 


Book II: Chapter ii. 

Topic 21: The Pramanas are not more thanfour' Sutras : 1— 12. 

We admit that Tradition (Aitihya), Implication (Arthipatti), Com¬ 
position (Sambhava) and Non-existence or Negation (Abhava) are also 
means of knowledge; but we do not admit that they are different from the 
four means enumerated by us, viz. Perception, Inference, Comparison and 
Word. Tradition consists of opinions- coming down from generation to 
generation in uninterrupted succession, the origin of which is lost in oblivion. 
Implication is cognition following from the sense ,of what is stated ; e. g., 
when it is said that without clouds there can be no rain, it follows that with 
clouds there can be rain. Composition consists in the apprehension of the 
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presence of one object from the apprehension of the presence of another 
object which never exists without the former ; e. g. the apprehension of the 
presence of the ounce from the apprehension of the presence of the pound. 
Non-existence is the negative, the contradictory, as the non-existent of the 
existent; e. g., absence of rain in the presence of clouds leads to the 
cognition of the conjunction of the clouds with high winds. 

Tradition is not different from Word or Testimony, as its authority is 
derived from the same source, viz., its emanating from an Apta. Implication 
Composition and Non-existenee are not different from Inference which is 
cognition of the imperceptible by means of the perceptible. Implication and 
Non-existence or Negation proceed on the basis of contradiction; Com¬ 
position, cognition of the component from the composite, proceeds on the 
basis of universal concomitance. 

Some question the validity of Implication on the ground that even 
when clouds exist rain does not sometimes fall. In putting forward this 
objection they mistake for Implication what is not Implication. From the 
statement that there can be no effect without a cause, it follows that where 
the cause exists the effect is produced. This is Implication according to the 
law of contradiction. The failure of the cause to produce the effect on 
account of the operation of counter-agents is an attribute of the cause, and 
not the object of cognition by Implication. The object of cognition by 
Implication is that the production of the effect depends upon the existence 
of the cause. 

Non-existence or Negation is held by some to be not an instrument 
of cognition on the ground that the object of such cognition does not exist. 
This is a rash argument. There are innumerable objects of cognition which 
are apprehended by means of Negation in the form of cognition of non¬ 
existence. To take one example: Where from a heap of cloths some of 
which are marked and the others are not marked, the unmarked ones are 
taken out, the action of taking them out depends on their cognition and 
their cognition is produced by the non-existence of any mark. The negation 
of mark is thus a means of cognition and therefore a pramana; fora 
pramana is nothing but a means of cognition. For the purpose of negation 
it is not necessary that an object should first be produced and then 
destroyed ; e. g., for cloths to be unmarked, it is not necessary first to put 
marks on them and then to efface the marks. For the negation of marks 
in some cloths can be perceived by seeing the presence of marks in other 
cloths. Negation is correlated to affirmation whether in the same or in a 
different substratum. Moreover, negation or non-existence is of two kinds, 
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antecedent and consequent. Non-existence prior to production is antecedent 
non-existence; non-existenee aaer destruction is consequent non-existence. 
The absence of marks in cloths which have never been marked is antecedent 
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non-existence of marks in the cloths. 

Topic 22 : Sound is not eternal: Sutras : 13—39. 

Diverse opinions are held as to the duration of Sound. The 
Mimarpsakas assert that Sound is an attribute of Ether, is all-pervading, 
eternal, and is not produced but manifested. The Samkhyas hold that 
Sound co-exists with smell, etc., inheres in substances, is existent like smell, 
etc., and is not produced but manifested. The Vais'esikas maintain that 
Sound is an attribute of Ether and is liable to production and destruction 
like cognition. The Bauddhas think that Sound is produced from the 
agitation of the great Elements, is without any support and is liable to 
production and destruction. These opinions give rise to doubt as to what 
the truth of the matter may be. The truth is that Sound is non-eternal, 
because (1) it originates from a cause, (2) is sensible, and (3) is treated as a 
product. Whatever is caused is non-eternal, i. e., is also destroyed. 
Conjunction and disjunction of substances are the causes of Sound. They 
are the causes of its production and not of its manifestation. It is not an 
object of manifestation because it is apprehended by Hearing. The sense of 
Hearing is imponderable and therefore cannot go out and reach the place 
where Sound appears, Sound reaches the sense of Hearing in a series of 
sounds in the way of waves of water, aaer the cessation of the Conjunction 
(e. g. of the axe and the tree in cutting) which produces it. An object which 
i manifested is apprehended where it is manifested. This is not the case 
with Sound. The difference in the intensity of Sounds also show that they 
are not different from other products such as pleasure and pain. It cannot 
be said that Sound is one and of a uniform character and is manifested by 
Conjunction the strength of which accounts for the pitch of the Sound as 
perceived. For this cannot explain the phenomenon of the overpowering 
of one sound by another, e. g. of the sound of the flute by the sound of the 
drum, Heterogeneous objects do not overpower one another; e. g. colour 
does not overpower touch. An object does not overpower itself. Objects 
of the same class overpower one another; e. g., brighter colours overpower, 
less bright colours. Similarly, when it is seen that the sound of the flute is 
drowned by the sound of the drum it must be admitted that the two sounds 
are two separate objects and that they vary in intensity. Intensity is their 
attribute and is not due to the strength of their causes. Therefore sounds 
are produced and not that one uniform eternal sound is only manifested. 
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Moreover, manifestation must take place where the causes of manifestation 
operate. That being so, as the flute and the drum are operated in different 
places Sound manifested in the flute cannot be subdued by Sound mani¬ 
fested in the drum. If it is said that difference of place does not matter 
then the beating of a drum anywhere would drown Sound manifested in all 
flutes all over the world at the same time. The theory thus is untenable. 
The phenomena of sound can be explained only on the theory that sounds 
are produced and that they become perceptible only when they reach the 
sense of Hearing in waves. 

The opponent attacks the three reasons given in support of the non- 
eternality of sound; (1) the destruction of a pot originates from the 
disjunction of its causes ; the non-existence of the pot aaer destruction is 
eternal, (2) genus which is perceptible is eternal, (3) as we speak of the parts 
of a tree or a blanket which are non-eternal so we speak of the parts of 
Ether and the Soul which are eternal. To this we reply; (1) There is a 
difference between the eternal and the pseudo-eternal. That object is 
eternal which has come into existence without production (by conjunction or 
disjunction of parts) and which never loses its self-existence. Non-existence 
aaer destruction of an object is not eternal in this sense. Moreover, in the 
case of sound there is no cause to originate its destruction in the manner 
of the pot. Therefore the analogy of the pot does not hold good. (2) Sound 
is non-eternal, not because it is perceptible but because of the manner in 
which it comes into contact with the sense of Hearing and becomes percep¬ 
tible. (3) When we speak of the parts of a tree or a blanket we mean 
their constituents. But Ether and the Soul have no constituent parts. 
The use of the word parts in regard to them is metaphorical, and conveys 
the sense that their contact with finite objects does not pervade the whole 
of them. The conjunction of two fruits does not pervade the whole of them 
but is confined to parts only. Similarly when we say that an object is in 
contact with Ether or the Soul we mean that it is not in contact with every 
part of Ether or the Soul and to convey this meaning we say that it is in 
contact with a part of Ether or the Soul. As conjunction does not pervade 
the whole of its substrata, so sound does not pervade the whole of Ether, 
and cognition, etc. do not pervade the whole of the Soul. 

You may ask, Why has not Gotama embodied in an aphorism the 
tenet that Ether and other eternal substances have no parts? Our reply is 
that in many topics he has not brought out all the sides ; that is his character¬ 
istic. He thinks that in such cases one can ascertain the truth from the 
tenet of his atsrra, The tenet of his Sastra is, as is well known, Nyaya, 
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that is, many-branched Inference not inconsistent with Perception and 
Revelation. 

Again, how are we to know that an object exists or that an object 
does not exist? By cognition or non-cognition according to pramana. By 
this test sound is non-existent before utterance because it is then not 
cognised and because any obstruction to its cognition is also not cognised. 

The reason given in support of the theory that Sound is eternal are 
(1) that it is intangible like Ether, ( 2 ) that it is capable of being imparted by 
the teacher to the pupil, (3) that it admits of repetition, and (4) that the cause 
of its destruction is not perceived. The first reason is fallacious, because the 
atom which is tangible is eternal, while action which is intangible is non¬ 
eternal. As regards the second it is seen that an object of gia is perceptible 
on its way from the donor to the donee. But sound is not perceptible and 
therefore does not exist in the interval between the teacher and the pupil. 
Nevertheless, it may be said, instruction is received by the pupil and from 
the fact of instruction the existence of Sound in the interval is to be inferred, 
whereby the gia of Sound from the teacher to the pupil becomes possible. 
To this we reply that the opponent has yet to establish what constitutes 
instruction. Is it that Sound residing in the teacher actually moves from 
him and reaches the pupil, or is it imitation of what is done by the teacher 
as in the case of a dancing lesson? Such being the case instruction docs 
not remove the doubt a to the validity of instruction as a mark of the 
possibility ol the gia of Sound by the teacher to the pupil. In regard to 
the third reason, it is argued that as the persistence of colour makes it 
possible to see it again and again so the persistence of Sound renders possible 
its utterance times without number. But repetition is possible also in the 
case of objects which are not persistent, that is, are different at every time 
they appear. Thus, we say, he danced twice, he eats twice, etc. As regards 
the fourth reason it is said that the cause of the destruction of non-eternal 
things, e. g. a clod of earth, is seen ; and that if Sound were non-eternal the 
cause of its destruction would also be perceived; but that such a cause is 
not perceived ; and that therefore Sound is not non-eternal. We reply that 
if the non-apprehension of the cause of the destruction of Sound implies its 
non-destruction, the non-apprehension of the cause of its non-hearing also 
implies its constant hearing. Non-hearing cannot be due to absence of 
manifesting agents, for we have already shown the impossibility of Sound 
being an object of manifestation. If then the opponent's theory is reduced 
to this that the hearing of Sound is without any cause then why should he 
not admit that the destruction of Sound also is without any cause? We do 
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not say, however, that there can be no cognition of the cause of the 
destruction of sound. The existence of such cause can be inferred from the 
fact which we have already established that sounds are produced in a series. 
The first sound is produced by conjunction and disjunction and gives rise 
to the second sound which, in its turn, to the third and so on and on till 
the series is stopped and the last sound is destroyed by some obstruction 
such as a wall. Each succeeding sound destroys its immediate predecessor. 
Then, when a bell is rung various sound series of different tones, high and 
higher, low and lower, are heard. Such diverse differences in tone and 
timbre cannot co-exist in one eternal permanent Sound. And without them 
differences in aural cognitions cannot be explained. The cause of the 
differences in the intensity of sound is the degree of force with which the 
bell is rung and which is communicated to the sound series produced by it. 
The existence of such force in the bell cannot be denied. For the ringing 
of the bell does not produce sound when the hand is placed upon it. This 
shows that the force is stopped in its action by the conjunction of the hand. 
It is also perceived by touch that the vibrations set up in the bell by the 
force of ringing gradually die away. On the other hand, if the non¬ 
apprehension of the cause of the destruction of Sound proves its eternality 
then the manifestation of Sound aaer its appearance would continue for ever 
as no cause of its destruction is apprehended. 

Sound cannot be an attribute of Ether, says the opponent; because 
in that case the stopping of the vibrations in the bell by the hand could not 
cause its destruction. According to him, sound and the vibrations which 
cause it must reside in the same substratum. We reply that the objection 
does not apply, because Ether is intangible. The non-cognition of sound in 
the same substance with colour, taste, smell and touch and the phenomena 
of sound series show that sound is the attribute of an intangible all-pervading 
substance, i. e. Ether. Sound exhibits a twofold difference : a bell, e, g., 
produces different varieties of sound and in each variety there is a difference 
of pitch. These differences could not be possible if sound were an attribute 
of the same substance with colour, etc. ; as in that case like colour, etc., it 
would be of one unalterable character. 

Topic 23 : Of the Notification of Sound : Sutras 40-51. 

Sound is either Varna, articulate, letter, or Dhvani, inarticulate, noise, 
In regard to sound as letter, when Dadhi and Atra, for instance, become 
Dadhyatra, what does happen ? Modification or substitution ? Is modified 
asy or is replaced by y? We say that,' is replaced by y. Our reasons are 
as follows : (1) When one object, e.g., a piece of gold, modifies into another 
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object, e.g. a ring, some attributes disappear, other attributes appear : while 
the same material subsists in the modification ; but this is not the case 
where ,' gives place to y. (2) The effort required in the utterance of /' is 
different from the effort required in the utterance ofy. (3) Where y comes 
in the place of i and where y stands by itself as in yat ate, and where i gives 
place to and where ,' stands by itself as in idam, the effort required in the 
utterance of the y in the two cases does not differ, and the effort 
required in the utterance of the i in the two cases also does not 
differ. (4) The modification of i into y is not cognised as the modific¬ 
ation of milk into curd is perceived, (5) The theory of modification 
of letters is not necessary for the purpose of the rules of grammar. (6) 
One letter is not the product of another. They are all independently 
produced. (7) Modification can be either transformation, change of form 
or production. But neither is possible in the case of letters. (8) Where bhu 
takes the place of as, vach of dm, you do not say modification takes place. 
Similarly not modification but substitution takes place in the case of single 
letters. (9) In the case of modification the bulk of the modification varies 
accordfng to the bulk of the original ; but whether i is long or short makes 
no difference in y. The opponent rejoins that modifications are some¬ 
times greater than the original as in the case of a tree from an acorn and 
sometimes equal to the original as in the case of a ring from a piece of gold and 
sometimes less than the original as in the case of yarns from cotton. To 
this we reply first that mere example unsupported by any reason, homoge¬ 
neous or heterogenous, cannot establish a proposition ; otherwise a horse 
would be a modification of a bullock, both being beasts of 
burden. In the second place, when we refer to the bulk of the original 
and the modification we intend to say that a modification follows its 
original in essentials so that if the originals differ the modifications 
also must differ. But in the case in question y does not follow its 
original, i.e., it does not become long or short according as it takes the place 
of ," long or short. It is therefore not a modification of ,'. It cannot be 
said that the base is not affected by its attributes of longness and short¬ 
ness and thatj' follows the base. For what happens in the modification of a 
base, e.g., gold or clay, is that its original form is destroyed and a new form 
is produced. But in the case in question there is no evidence that ,' is 
destroyed andj' is produced from the disintegrated ,'. (10) When Dadhyatra 
is disjoined ,'returns to its orignal form, but curd never returns to milk ; 
therefore is not a modification of ,". It is true that a ring can be reduced 
to a piece of gold again. But the analogy does not hold good here. For 
gold remains constant ; it becomes a ring by giving up and taking up some 
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attributes. A similar change does not take place in the case of i andy. 
It cannot be said that letter-ness remains constant in i and y ; for i and y 
cannot be attributes of the general attribute letter-ness. 

(11) Again, the letters are either eternal or non-eternal. If they are 
eternal, they cannot undergo modification. If they are non-eternal, then 
one is destroyed before another takes its place. To this it may be replied 
by the opponent that there are eternal things which vary in their attributes ; 
e.g., the atoms are imperceptible while the letters are perceptible ; therefore 
while the atoms do not undergo modification letters may. The argument 
is invalid. The reason advanced, namely difference of attributes, is a con¬ 
tradictory reason, it contradicts the supposed eternal character of letters. 
Modification and eternality are contradictory terms. On the other hand, 
it cannot be said that as the hearing of the letters is possible though they 
are destroyed at the third moment aaer their production, so their modific¬ 
ation also may be possible. For a mere example cannot establish a proposi¬ 
tion. The reason must be stated. If the hearing of the letters be the 
reason, then we say that the universal concomitance of the hearing of the 
letters and of the modifications of the letters is yet to be established. The 
fallacy of the opponent's argument is sadharmya-sama (V. i. 2). 

(12) A further reason why y cannot be a modification of,'is that 
sometimes we find in the place ofy as in Vyadh becoming vidhyati. 

The expression "medifcaiton of letter" used by grammarians does 
not mean that one letter is transformed into, or produced by, another 

letter. It means the substitution of one letter in place of another. It 
appears in six different forms : (a) change of attribute, as when the grave 
takes the place of the acute accent ; (b) suppression, as when bhu takes the 
place of as; (c) decrease, as when the long is replaced by the short ; (d) 
increase, as when the short is replaced by the long or the prolated ; (e) cur¬ 
tailment, as when stub comes in the place of as ; and (f) coalescence, as when 
the base or the affix is augmented. These are all instances of substitution. 

The result of the above examination is to show that sound is non¬ 
eternal. Sound does not remain constant under change of forms nor sur¬ 
vives in its product. It is produced at one moment, exists at the second 
moment and is destroyed at the third moment by the sound to which it 
gives rise or by the obstruction which it meets. 

Topic 24. : Of the Force of Words : Sutras -.58-69. 

Gotama now proceeds to determine the force of words on which depend 
the validity of Word as pramana. A word consists of letters ending in an 



( 265 ) 


affix. Affixes are nominal or verbal. Prefixes and indeclinables have their 
nominal affixes elided (Panini, II. iv. 28). Words lead to the cognition of 
objects. It is therefore necessary to determine the nature or force of words. 
Let us take the word, cow, for example. The Word is used to denote an 
individual, a form and a genus. The doubt therefore arises as to whether 
it denotes any one or all of these objects. One party says that the word 
denotes the indivdiual, because individuals which differ from one another 
and (.ossess attributes, and not the genus which is unproduced, undifferen¬ 
tiated and devoid of form, parts and atributes, admit of (a) specification, 
this cow, that cow, etc. ;(b) collection, a herd of cows ; (c) gia, he gives cows 
to the learned; (d) possession, the Brahmana's cow; (d) enumeration, ten 
cows ; (e) growth, the cow grows ; (f) emaciation, the cow grows lean ; (g) 
colour, white cow ; (h) association, the good of the cow ; and (,') propagation, 
the cow produces a calf. To this we reply that the above uses of the word 
cow are rendered possible only because the objects indicated are endowed 
with the genus cow-ness. The use of the word cow in respect of the 
individual is metaphorical, as in such cases as when we say, he is a 
Shakespeare, he dwells on the lake, he is weaving a mat (when the mat is 
yet non-existent), etc., etc. 

Some think that the form is the denotation of the word ; because form 
consists in the configuration of parts which endures, and because without 
the cognition of the forms we cannot distinguish a cow from a horse. This 
is not correct, because mere form has no connection with the genus. It 
is the substance cow which is connected with the genus. When we say, 
wash the cow, bring the cow, we mean the substance in which the genus 
cow-ness is present, and not a wooden cow though it possesses the appearance 
(individual) and form of a cow. Neither can the genus alone be the denota¬ 
tion of the word ; for there can be no cognition of the genus without the 
cognition of the individual and form. 

The truth is that the individual, form and genus are all the denota¬ 
tion of the word. There is no fixed rule of the relation as principal and 
secondary among them. The force of the word is the same in regard to 
each of them. When specification is intended, the individual becomes 
principal, genus and form ecome secondary ; when specification is not 
intended, the genus becomes principal, the individual and form become 
secondary. 

The individual is that which is manifested. It is perceptible by the 
senses, livery subtance is not manifested to the senses. The individual 
is that substance which is produced by the conjunction of parts and which 
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is the substratum, as far as may be, of specific attributes such as smell, 
taste, colour, touch, gravity, density, fluidity, impetus, and finite magnitude. 

The form is that by which the genus and the marks of the genus are 
made known. It consists in the enduring or fixed configuration of the 
parts of the entities, cow, etc., and of the parts of those parts. 

The genus is that which produces similar cognition in respect of 
different substrata. By reason of it individual objects are not differentiated 
from one another. It is the cause of the assimilation of objects. It is a 
minor Samanya or genus when it establishes non-difference of some objects 
among themselves and their difference from some other objects. 


Book HI: Chapter I. 

Topic 25 : The Senses are not the Soul: Sutras : 1—3. 

There are two kinds of predication : (1) a part is predicated of a 
whole of which it is a part, e.g. the tree stands by the roots ; (2) one thing 
is predicated of a different thing, e.g. he cuts with the axe. What is the 
nature of the predication in such cases as " A man sees with the eye, 
knows with the mind, discriminates with the intellect, feels pleasure and 
pain with the body " ? Are the eye, the mind, the intellect and the body 
predicated as parts of a whole of which they are the parts, or of something 
different from them ? Thus arises the doubt as to whether the soul is 
indentical with the organism of the body, the senses, the mind, the intellect 
and the feelings, or distinct from it ? The truth is that it is distinct from 
the organism of the body, etc. Because the same object is apprehended by 
the different senses. That agent which apprehends the same object by 
means of the different senses and assimilates or integrates the mutually 
independent intuitions of the different senses, is a different object. It is the 
soul. The senses cannot effect the assimilation, because one sense cannot 
perform the function of another sense. Nor can the organism, because, 
being an aggregate, it lacks the unity of apperception (anuvyavasaya, I see 
and touch;. It is true that objects are allotted to the senses ; so that in the 
absence of a sense its object cannot be apprehended. E.g. the blind cannot 
see, the deaf cannot hear. But this does not show that each sense is a 
conscious entity and that the supposition of another conscious entity is 
superfluous. For the apprehension or non-apprehension of objects according 
to the efficiency or inefficiency of the senses will be the same whether the 
senses are themselves regarded as the conscious agents or as the instruments 
of a conscious agent. On the contrary, the very fact that the senses are 
limited in their respective functions proves the existence of the soul, as 



( 267 ) 


conscious, all-knowing, the receiver of the contents of all the senses, 
unaffected by the distribution of objects among the senses. The following 
instances of the operations of the conscious agent will show that its recog¬ 
nition as a distinct entity cannot be avoided, (i) He who sees colour, 
infers (recalls) taste and smell previously perceived. He who perceives 
smell infers colour and taste. And so in the case of the other senses also. 
Again, aaer seeing colour one smells the flavour, and aaer smelling flavour 
one sees colour. This assimilated apprehension of the objects of all the 
senses without any fixed order of succession must take place in the same 
site and cannot have any other agent but the soul, (ii) It also assimilates 
the various intuitions of perception, inference, testimony and doubt, 
embracing manifold objects and having it as their cause, and assimilating 
knows, as illustrated in its comprehending the contents of a book, treating 
of all sensible objects. Thus, hearing letters uttered one aaer another, it 
integrates them as words and sentences and assimilates them with meaning 
which is not to be grasped by the ear; then, cognising the fixed relation 
of words and meanings, it apprehends quite a number of objects belonging 
to more than one sense, which cannot be apprehended by the senses 
severally. This absence of limitation of the objects to be known in the 
case of the all-knower, which meets us at every step, cannot be circum¬ 
vented, by attributing consciousness to the senses. 

Topic 26 : The Body is not the Soul : Sutras .4—6. 

In the Sutra III. i.4 the word "Body " stands for the living being in 
the .shape of the organism of the body, the senses, cognitions and feelings. 
Now, the scriptures declare that killing is a sin and that sin accrues to the 
agent. (Even those Bauddhas who deny the existence of a soul admits the 
existence of virtue and vice). But if there were no soul other than the 
organism of the body, senses, cognitions and feelings, then the declaration 
of the scriptures would be meaningless and virtue and vice would be 
impossible. For, the organism undergoes change at every moment and is 
nothing but a series of changes one taking the place of another at every 
moment. It would follow that the organism to which the sin of killing 
would accrue would be different from the organism which would kill. 
Again, if re-birth be possible of such an organism it would not be due to 
past'acts, so that there would be no law of 'karma' and study and practices 
for the sake of release would be futile. It may be argued that in the case 
of the kiiling of an organism endowed with a soul there would also be no 
sin, for the reason that the soul is eternal and cannot be killed. But the 
argument does not hold good, because we do not say that killing is the 
destruction of an eternal entity. By killing we mean the destruction, or the 
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causing the anaesthesia, disease, inefficiency, disturbance of the interconnec¬ 
tions or the disorganisation of the body which is the field of the experience 
of pleasure and pain, and also of the senses which are the instruments of 
the apprehension of their respective objects. Or the Sutra (III. i. 6) may 
mean that killing is the disturbance or disorganisation of the association of 
the soul with the organism of the body, senses and cognitons by virtue of 
which association only the soul is the agent in the experience of pleasure 
and pain, and without which it can have no experience. It docs not mean 
the distruction of the soul as an eternal entity. 

Topic 27 : The sense of sight is not one : Sutras 7—14. 

What is seen with the right eye is recognised as having been seen with 
the lea eye. Such recognition also is a mark of the existence of the soul. 
But the opponent urges that here at any rate a soul is not needed to account 
for the phenomena, because the sense of sight is really one and appears as 
dual owing to its operating on cither side of the nasal bone. The objection 
is futile. When one eye is destroyed the other does not suffer destruction 
along with it. Of course, a tree remains a tree even aaer a branch is cut 
off. But the analogy docs not apply here. For a tree is an aggregate of 
parts each of which is an aggregate by itself. So that the destruction of a 
part does not entail the destruction of the other parts. But the eye is 
supposed to be a unity. Or, "Dristanta-virodlia " in the Sutra (III. i. 11 
may mean that the supposition is contrary to experience. Fr, in the skull 
there are two Dockets for the eyes. Again, when one eyeball is pressed the 
apprehension of the object by the two eyes becomes different, and on the 
removal of the pressure the apprehension by the two eyes become similar. 

(a) Association of ideas. 

The mouth waters on seeing or smelling an orange ; this i due to 
the recollection of the taste. And this shows that consciousness, is 
not in the sense, for what is seen by one is not recollected by another. 
To this the opponent replies by alleging that recollection is caused 
by the receipt (the object recollected) and that this, and not the soul, causes 
the action in the mouth at the sight or smell of an orange. But 
recollection must be an attribute of 'the soul, and as such prove the 
existence of the soul. On the supposition of the senses being conscious 
there would be either no recollection or there would be no order of recollec¬ 
tion. For the senses are diverse agents and on the supposition there is 
nothing to assimilate or co-ordinate their experiences ; hence there would be 
no recollection. Or every sense would recollect the experience of every other 
sense ; which is contrary to experience : one does not remember what is seen 
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by another. It follows that there must be a different agent capable of 
apprehending diverse objects ; and that is the soul. The affairs of living 
beings depend on memory. The watering of the mouth as the mark of the 
existence of the soul is a mere instance. 

Then our opponent argues that memory does not infer the soul, 
because the cause of recollection is impression and its content the object 
recollected and not the soul in either case. But he has not exactly deter¬ 
mined the content of memory. Let us see what it really is. The 
statement which indicates the content of memory takes one or another 
of the following forms ; (a) I knew that object ; (b) I have known that 
object ; (c) that object has been known by me ; and (d) I had knowledge 
in respect of this object. In each of these statements not merely the 
object, but the object previously known associated with the knower and the 
knowledge forms the content of memory ; in other words, every act of 
recollection comprehends the agent, the act and the object of cogni¬ 
tion. This is in regard to an object which is not before the senses. 
In regard to an object which is before the senses, i. e. in the case 
of recognition, three cognitions are assimilated, proceeding from the one 
and the same agent and not from diverse agents nor from no agent. 
'Thus, in the statement, I see now what I have seen before, the previous 
seeing and the consciousness of seeing are two cognitions, while the present 
seeing is the third cognition. These cognitions combine to connect a 
Dingle object with a single agent. Thus this content of memory, the soul, 
which the opponent leaves undetermined, but which is present in memory 
and is clearly known, is sought to be negated by the reason that the 
object remembered is the content of memory. 

Memory is not mere memory nor is the object remembered its only 
content. The assimilation of experiences which takes place in an act of 
memory cannot be possible without something to which all objects are 
equally accessible, as in the case of assimilation in an act of cognition. A 
single knower within whose purview are all objects assimilates its own 
cognitions as I shall know that object, I know that object, I knew that 
object, and, desiring to know, and not knowing for a long time, feels certain 
at last that it knew the object. Similarly it assimilates memory drawing 
its .contents from the time future, present and past, operating with the 
desire to remember. Were the entity merely a series of impressions (or 
ideas), as impressions (and ideas) disappear as they arise at every moment, 
not a single impression (or idea) would be lea which could be aware of any 
cognition and act of memory in association with all the three times. And 
without such awareness there can be no assimilation of cognition and 
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memory in the form of "I (know or remember)", "(This cognition or re¬ 
collection is) Mine"., as it is not possible in the case of cognition and memory 
in different bodies. It follows, therefore, that there does exist a single 
entity penetrating all objects which unites and maintains the unity of the 
series of cognitions and the series of memories, and which does not 
establish such unity of its cognitions and memories with that of another on 
account of the absence of its operation in the hitter's body. 

Topic 28 : The Mind is not the Soul: Sutras ; 75-77. 

Hut, urges the opponent, the functions attributed to the soul may all 
be possible for the mind. We reply that the opponent is quarrelling about 
names and not about the reality. The instruments of knowledge such as 
the eye, nose, touch, must belong to a knowor. So also does the 
thinker penetrating all objects possess an instrument of thinking in the 
form of the internal organ competent to reach all objects. That being so, 
the opponent errs in calling the knower the mind and not the soul, and 
not allowing the mind to be called the mind, though admitting that it is the 
instrument of thought. On the other hand, if he denies that the thinker 
possesses an instrument (A thought which can reach all objects, then the 
knower can very well do without the instruments of knowledge, and the 
opposition will thereby entail the disappearance of all the senses as well. 
The distinction between sense-experience and thought-experience is not 
unfounded. Each sense is limited to its special object and cannot go 
beyond that limit. None of the senses can reach that other class of objects 
which include pleasure, etc. For the cognition of pleasure, etc. a different 
instrument is needed. It i known by its mark of non-simultaneity of 
cognitions, due to its coining into contact with the external sense one at a 
time. 

Topic 29 : The Scul is eternal : Sutras : 18-26. 

Some entities are eternal, some are non-eternal. Is the soul which 
i. established as distinct from the organism of the body, senses, mind 
and cognitions, eternal or non-eternal ? The answer is that the very 
reasons which prove the existence of the soul throughout the stages of 
infancy, childhood, youth and old age, .also prove its existence aaer its 
separation from the body, etc. For, an infant to whom the things of the 
world are yet unknown feels joy, fear and grief. This is rendered possible 
by memory, and not otherwise, and memory depends upon past experience, 
and this depends upon past life and nothing else. The somatic resonance 
of the infant in the presence of the causes of joy, fear and grief cannot be 
explained on the analogy of the opening and closing of a lotus ; for in the 
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case of a full grown man it is found that his changes of countenance due 
to joy, fear and grief are not automatic like the opening and closing of a 
lotus. There is therefore no reason why these should be so in the case of 
an infant. Moreover, the changes in a lotus are known to be due to a 
definite cause, namely the action of heat, cold, rain and season, and are 
not quite automatic. Similarly the changes of joy, etc. must be due to 
a definite cause, and that cause cannot be anything but the conti¬ 
nuity of memory. Again, the new-born baby's instinctive desire for 
the mother's milk shows the habit of taking food and this habit necessarily 
implies a previous body in which the soul has experienced hunger and its 
satisfaction with food. This instinctive desire for food bears no analogy to 
the attraction of the iron towards a magnet. For the approach of the iron 
towards a magnet has also a definite cause ; otherwise pebbles, etc., would 
also be drawn towards a magnet. But the cause is not apparent to the eye 
and has to be inferred both as regards its nature and its limitation. The 
inference must be made from the action itself. Thus iron approaches only 
a magnet, and only at a certain distance. Similarly only an infant moves 
for food only and when in the mother's arms. Is the cause of such move¬ 
ment past habit or something else? It is seen that m'emory of past exper¬ 
ience causes adults to approach food for the satisfaction of hunger. The 
same must be the cause also in the case of the infant. 

Then a man is born possessing Attraction, and the source of Attraction 
is the aaer-thought of the contents of previous experience which can be 
possible only in a previous body. The soul, remembering the objects 
experienced in a previous body, becomes attracted to those objects. 
Attraction thus links together two successive births and it is not possible 
to point to a beginning of its connection with the body. 

Hut how do you know that the recollection of past experience gives rise 
to Attraction in a new-born baby, and that it is not produced in the same 
way as are the properties of a substance (e.g., jar) along with the substance 
itself from the same cause ? The soul and its attraction are not produced 
simultaneously like a pot and its properties, because Attraction, etc. are due 
to samkalpa, imagination, thought. It is seen that Attraction is produced 
by the thought of living beings enjoying objects; the thought springs 
from the memory of past experiences. Hence it is inferred that the Attrac¬ 
tion which the baby feels is also caused by the memory of past experiences. 
Attraction could be produced like the property of a pot were the soul a 
product and were the cause of Attraction something other than the 
memory of past experiences. But neither of these is the case. Should it 
be supposed that adrista, i.e., merit and demerit, is the cause of Attraction, 
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even then connection with a previous body cannot be denied ; for the 
production of adrist a must have taken place in the previous life and not 
in this. 

The truth is that Attraction for an object arises from the entire 
occupation of the mind with that object, and this is nothing but habitual 
experience of the object which determines modes of thinking in future. 
Attraction differs according to the sphere of birth which is determined by 
karma or adriaa, and the new-born entity derives its name from the sphere 
of its birth. 

Topic 30: The Body is of the Earth, earthy: Sutras:27-31. 27 - 31 . 

It has been demonstrated that the soul's connection with the body 
is without beginning and that the body in which it experiences pleasure 
and pain is due to its own karma. It is to be investigated whether the 
body possesses a single character like the sense of smell, etc., or a diverse 
character. Doubt arises in this respect owing to the differences of opinion 
on the subject. The truth is that the human body is constituted by the 
element of Earth alone, because the distinctive attribute of Earth, namely 
smell, is observed in it. At the same time it is not denied that the other 
elements conjoin with Earth as conditions in the production of the human 
body. Similarly all the elements conjoin to produce aqueous, igneous, 
aerial and etherial bodies in different worlds to serve the particular purposes 
of the souls. There is also scriptural authority for the view that the human 
body is constituted by Eirth alone, e.g., "Let thy eye go to the sun. ..let 
thy body go to the Earth" IRigveda,X. xvi. 3) ; "I make the sun thy eye 

P 

...I make the Earth thy body" (Satapatha Brahrnana, XVII. viii. 4-6.) In 
the one the product resolves into its quiescent original ; in the other the 
product is derived from the original. 

Topic 31 : The Senses are constituted by the Elements : Sutras : 32-51. 

To take the case of the eye (Sight) : Colour is perceived when the 
pupil of the eye is unimpaired, and is not perceived when it is impaired. 
The pupil is a material body. On the other hand, the pupil itself does 
not come into contact with the object when its colour is perceived. At 
the same time there must be some contact as otherwise perception 
of colour cannot be possible. The eye therefore must be immaterial 
in the sense of not being constituted by the manifested or visible 
elements, and must be all-pervading. In this state of uncertainty 
one argues that the senses must be immaterial and all-pervading 
because they apprehend objects of widely divergent dimensions from the 
acorn to the Himalaya mountain. To this the reply is that the preception 
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of objects of different dimensions by the eye is due to different contacts of 
ocular rays with the objects. Such contact is essential in ocular perception 
as is proved by the fact there is no perception where there is an obstruction. 
It is no argument against the existence of ocular rays that they 'are not 
perceived. For 'perception is not the sole test of existence. Inference by 
the mark of obstruction preventing contact proves their existence, as it does 
in the case of the other side of the moon and the lower portion of the earth. 
The rule of perception varies in its application according to the nature of 
substances and attributes. E. g., water vapour hanging in the air is not 
perceived but its cool touch is felt ; heat rays are not perceived, but their 
warmth is experienced. Similarly Fire exists in various conditions. In 
the solar rays both colour and touch are developed and so they are perceived. 
In the rays of light from a lamp colour is developed and touch is un¬ 
developed ; these too are perceptible. Fire in hot water possesses developed 
touch and undeveloped colour ; hence it is imperceptible. In the ocular 
fire both colour and touch are undeveloped ; hence it is imperceptible. The 
development or accession of intensity of colour is one of the conditions of the 
perception of colour. 

This peculiarity of the ocular rays arises from the nature of the senses. 
Fike the multi-form aggregations of all substances the organisation of the 
senses is brought about by merit and demerit to subserve the purpose of 
the soul which consists in the cognition of objects and the experience of 
pleasure and pain. 

Some thinkers argue as follows : The resilience of the sense of sight 
on meeting an obstruction is an attribute of a material substance. For this 
is the case with all material substances in all circumstances. On the other 
hand, the penetration of glass, mica, etc., by the ocular rays shows that they 
are non-material. So the point remains doubtful. We say that this is not 
so, for the reason given is erratic. For such penetration is also seen in the 
case of the light of a lamp which illumines objects beyond glass, etc., and 
of heat which cooks grains in a vessel. 

Non-perception again may be due to overpowering, as in the case of 
a meteor which is not seen when the sun shines. In the case of ocular rays 
there is such a special cause of their non-perception, namely, as already 
stated, want of development or intensity. That the ocular rays lack in 
intensity also appears from the fact that the eye cannot apprehend objects 
without the aid of external light. The ocular rays are not overpowered, for 
overpowering can take place only when the thing overpowered has been 
developed. The ocular rays are not perceived even at night in all cases. 
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That such rays exist appears from the observation of these rays in the eyes 
of prowlers by night, e. g., cat, tiger, etc. There is no generic difference 
between the eyes of these animals and of men, because the sight in both 
cases is impeded by obstructions. 

The perception of objects behind a plate of glass or mica or a thin 
stratum of cloud offers no argument against the proposition that the contact 
of the senses with the objects is the cause of cognition. For in these cases 
there is really no obstruction, but actual contact is established through the 
glass, etc. The sun's rays also cause burning through a crystal. In all 
such cases the interspaces among the components of the intervening sub¬ 
stances provide a passage whereby direct contact is established between the 
rays and the objects on which they operate. 

But why cannot a wall, e. g., offer such a passage? Because a wall is 
not constituted in the same way as glass is. How do you know this? 
This is known from the nature of the things as revealed by their effect. 
The ocular rays reflected from the smooth surface of the mirror makes one's 
own face perceptible. This clarity of the mirror is its nature. Similarly a 
wall does not reflect light rays. This is its nature. Thus experience shows 
that glass, etc., offers no obstruction, while a wall, etc,, do, to the passage of 
light rays. And no arbitrary limitations can be imposed upon facts 
established by perception and inference. For these pramAnas reveal reality 
as it is. Objects a they really are, in their own nature, in their own 
character, are established by the pramanas. These must be accepted as such 
and must not be modified at random. Obstruction is inferred in the case of 
a wall by the fact of the non-perception of objects behind it. Non 
obstruction is inferred in the case of glass, etc. by the fact of perception of 
objects behind them. 

Topic 32 : The Senses are, manifold: Sutras : 52-61. 

Some say that, though the senses are located in different parts of the 
body, they are in reality only one, as the skin is present in every such 
location. It is true that even inspite of the presence of the skin a blind 
man does not see. But the skin is differentiated in its power 
in different parts of the body and that is the reason why the blind 
do not . see, because blindness means loss of the particular power in 
the particular part of the skin, This argument of the opponent is self¬ 
destructive. For it amounts to an admission of the difference of the senses. 
Moreover, not only the skin but the elements of Earth, etc., constitute the 
site of the senses, Touch cannot be the one and universal sense, as in that 
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case colour, touch, taste, etc. would all be perceived simultaneously, which 
is not the case. In the perception of colour Touch cannot establish contact 
between itself and an object screened from view, and perception without 
contact of sense and object is impossible. The objects of sense again are 
more than one, and the senses have to perform more than one function. 
The sense of touch cannot serve the purpose of the sense of sight and 
vice versa. So also in the case of the other senses. Sensible objects being 
five, the senses also must be five in number. Moreover, they produce five 
different kinds of cognition, are located in five different sites, have five different 
operations, possess five different shapes and have five different origins. 
Sight operates by going out of the eyes and reaching its objects. Sound 
reaches Hearing in wavex The other senses operate when the objects come 
into contact with them by the movement of the body. Smell, Taste and 
Touch are limited in shape to their sites. Sight residing in the pupils of 
the eyes goes out to pervade objects. Hearing is nothing else than Ether 
and is all-pervading. It is inferred by the perception of sound. It does 
not reveal all sounds because it is limited by its site acccording to the merit 
and demerit of the soul. The origins of the senses are the five elements 
respectively, as they severally make manifest and apprehend the specific 
attributes of the five elements They are not modifications of the unmanifest 
matter (avyakta.) 

Topic 33 : The Objects of the Senses : Sutras : 62-73. 

Smell, Taste, Colour and Touch are the attributes of Earth ; Taste, 
Colour and Touch, of Water ; Colour and Touch, of Fire ; Touch, of Air; 
and Sound, of Ether. The opposite view is that the elements possess only 
one attribute each and that other attributes are perceived in them owing to 
their interpcnetratiun by other elements. The interpenetration, it is also 
said, is not mutual among all the elements but of the preceding by the 
succeeding in the order of their mention as Earth, Water, Fire, Air and 
Ether. This view is not correct. For, as a matter of fact, bodies formed 
of Earth and Water arc perceptible to the eye ; they must therefore possess 
colour. Moreover, interpenetration must affect both the element interpenet¬ 
rated and that interpenetrating. But colour is not perceived in Air though 
it is said to interpenetrate Fire. The theory of interpenetration therefore 
has to be rejected. 

What is the explanation then of the fact that the senses constituted 
by the elements do not apprehend all the attributes of their respective 
elements? The explanation is that the senses become dominant in respect 
of that attribute which is prominent in their respective elements. This limit 
ation of the scope of the senses is due to the sarnskara, i.e., tendency or 
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potency which is the resultant of kanna (appetency) of the soul which they 
serve, just as the things of the world, e.g., poison, herbs, gems, etc., serve 
specific purposes of man according to his karma, and every single thing 
does not serve all his purposes. 

The senses are also limited in their scope in this that they are them¬ 
selves insensible in respect of their own attributes. Sight, for instance, 
cannot see its own colour. Smell cannot smell its own smell. This is 
because in perception the instrument must be endowed with the same 
attribute as the object, and when its own attribute is to be the object of its 
apprehension, the condition of perception is not present. In other words, 
an attribute cannot apprehend itself:—a sense does not apprehend its own 
attribute because of the absence of the auxiliary attribute. The perception 
of sound by Hearing is an exception which tests the rule. Hearing is composed 
of Ether. In the perception of sound it is independent of the possession of 
the attribute of sound as an auxiliary. That Hearing is composed of Ether 
is known as follows : The soul is the hearer. Mind cannot be the instru¬ 
ment of hearing; as in that case there would be no deafness as mind is 
not liable to destruction. Earth, Water, Fire and Air are not known to have 
the capacity to produce Hearing. Ether therefore is the constituent of 
Hearing. 

Book III : Chapter ii. 

Topic 34 : Cogni ion is not eternal: Sutras 1-9. 

It is a matter of common experience that cognitions appear and 
disappear. Their non-eternality is quite manifest, and is taken for granted in 
N.-S., I. i. 16. 'i he topic is concerned with the refutation of the speculation 
of the Sarnkhyas that Buddhi is eternal. In support of the view they 
argue that miles Buddhi, cognition, were eternal, re-cognition would not be 
possible. To this the reply is that the reason given is not valid, because it 
has yet to be proved that re-cognition is done by Buddhi, and not by the 
soul, as we hold. We maintain that cognition, perception, apprehension, 
awareness, intuition, understanding is an attribute of the soul. If you hold 
that consciousness belong to the instrument you have to explain the nature 
of the conscious soul. If you admit that cognition is by the Buddhi, the 
inner instrument, you should explain what nature, what attribute, what 
reality is lea to the conscious soul, what use it makes of cognition residing 
in Buddhi. If you say that the soul makes conscious and Buddhi knows, 
then where is the difference ? To make conscious, to know, to perceive and 
to apprehend convey the same meaning. If, on the other hand, you admit 
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that Buddhi makes known and the soul knows, we agree. Buddhi is then 
the instrument of cognition, the mind. The mind is eternal, but recognition 
of objects is not the reason for its eternality. For then the eyes too would 
be eternal, for one recognises with the lea eye what is seen with the right 
eye. Recognition belongs to the knower and not to the instrument of 
knowledge. 

The Samkhyas also hold that Buddhi is eternal and that modifications 
in the form of cognitions emanate from it according to objects and that the 
modifications are in essence not different from the original. This view 
again is not correct. For in that case all objects would be perceived at 
the same time, which is not the case. Again, if Buddhi and its modifica¬ 
tions were identical then the disappearance of the modification would entail 
the disappearance of Buddhi also. This shows that Buddhi and its modifica¬ 
tions are not identical in essence. Further, they are different and modificat¬ 
ions arise in the mind one aaer another which account for the fact that the 
objects of all the senses are not apprehended all at once. Also when the 
mind is attached to one object there can be no cognition of another object. 
This shows that the mind is not all-pervading and moves from one object to 
another. Our view is that the inner instrument, the mind, is eternal but 
not all-pervading ; that the mind is one while its cognitive modifications 
are manifold ; and that this could not be possible were the modifications 
identical with the mind in essence. The soul therefore knows and not 
the mind. The mind's attachment to one object really means its contact 
with one sense. The attachment or occupation is really of the soul. 
There is no force in the argument that the modification like the mind with 
which it is identical is really one but looks as many in the same way as 
does a crystal look diverse in the proximity of different colours in succession, 
so that simultaneous cognitions of all objects need not necessarily be 
entailed. For the diversity in the case of the crystal is only apparent 
while the diversity of cognitions is real, as it is a fact of experience that 
cognitions appear and disappear one aaer another. 

Topic 35 : The transiency of the things of the world : Sutras : 10-17. 

The San khya who maintains that the crystal remaining constant 
undergoes modifications is opposed by the Nihilist who urges that nothing 
in the world is permanent, that everything is in a flux, and that the crystal 
is a new crystal at every successive moment, as is found in the case of 
the human body which decays, throws off refuse and grows again by 
assimilating food. We have to point out that the proposition is too wide 
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and is supported neither by perception nor by inference, and that we can 
give our assent to it in accordance with our observation of nature. Growth 
and decay in recurrence are seen in the human body. These are 
not seen in stones and crystals. We also demur to the speculation of the 
thorough-going Nihilist that a new entity is produced at every moment out 
of the ashes of the old, for the reason that the causes of such wholesale 
production and destruction are not apprehended. The destruction of milk 
and the production of curd furnishes no analogy. For the destruction of 
milk is seen and the cause of its destruction is inferred. The production of 
curd is seen and its cause is inferred. In the case of the crystal no such 
production or destruction is seen, and there is no occasion for the inference 
of any cause. 

Some (Samkhyas) say in reply to the Nihilist that milk is not destroyed 
but only transforms into a different character, or merely develops different 
properties. To them we say that the constituents of milk disintegrate and 
redintegrate as curd, whereby the destruction of milk is inferred. What 
we deny is that there is a total destruction of milk and that curd is entirely 
a new product and that there is no cause for such destruction and produc¬ 
tion. Seeing that in some cases the cause of destruction is apprehended and 
that in some it is not apprehended it cannot be admitted that all is a 
flux. 

Topic 36 : Cognition is an attribute of the Soul : Sutras : 18-41. 

Cognition is either present when it is called intuition, or past when 
it is called recollection. The intuition of the red colour of a rose, for 
instance, survives in memory even after the destruction of the eye and 
the rose. It therefore belongs not to the object nor to the sense but to 
the knower. The knower, again, is not the mind, but the soul. For the 
mind is only an instrument under the control of the soul. It is the inner 
instrument which brings about the cognition of pleasure and pain and recollec¬ 
tion. If cognition be its attribute then it would cease to be an instrument. 
Its existence as an instrument is inferred by the non-simultaneity of cogni¬ 
tions. If you distinguish between the mind and the inner instrument, then 
what we call the soul you call the mind, and what we call the mind you 
call the inner instrument. Your difference with us is about names only. 
Or the Sutra (III. ii. 19) may mean that whereas simultaneous cognitions 
of diverse objects by the mind is impossible, the Yogins by their power of 
Yoga bring abouts imultaneous cognitions in several bodies with all the 
senses created by them for the purpose to exhaust their karma, and that 
this shows that cognitions do not belong to the mind but to the soul It 
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may be objected that cognitions cannot belong to the soul because as the 
soul is all-pervading and eternal, (i) simultaneous cognitions of all objects 
and (ii) the eternality of cognitions will be thereby entailed. Our, reply to 
the first is that the cause of the production of cognition is not merely the con¬ 
tact of the senses with the objects but also the contact of the senses with 
the mind, and that as mind is atomic simultaneous cognitions of all objects 
is impossible. To the last we reply that every embodied soul knows 
within itself that cognition is non-eternal ; and that like one sound by 
another a preceding cognition is destroyed by a succeeding one. 

But then impressions produced by cognitions are the causes of 
recollection, and these, according to you, says an objector, abide in the soul ; 
the contact of the soul and the mind which is equally a cause of recollec¬ 
tion, also exists ; how is it that all the memories of the soul from the 
beginning of time are not revived at one and the same moment ? Some 
meet the objection with the reply that the mind serially comes into contact 
with the different parts of the soul on which cognitions have lea their 
impress and that for this reason all memories are not revived simultaneously. 
The reply is not correct. For the mind can never come into contact with 
the soul as transcending the body, (the soul being a universal and eternal 
substance, it pervades the body and also transcends it), because the function 
of the mind is confined within the body. The life of an embodied soul consists 
in its conjunction with the mind together with a vehicle of the experience 
(body) necessitated by past karma which is in fruition. That the mind 
without a body is incapable of subserving the purpose of soul appears from 
the fact that the contact of the mind and the soul generates the double effort 
of support and direction, and that if the mind operated outside the body the 
body would drop down by graviry for want of support. 

The swia movement of the mind will not solve the difficulty, for there 
are memories which take a considerable length of time to revive them 
through a series of intermediate stages which for long keep the mind 
engaged. Moreover, Conjunction of the soul and mind independently of 
the body is not the cause of recollection. The body is the field of the 

i 

soul's experience. If without it the mere conjunction of the mind with 
the soul could produce cognition, pleasure, etc,, then the body would be 
perfectly useless. 

Some of us point out that the contact of the mind and the soul outside 
the body cannot be established either by the direction of the soul, or by 
Chance, or by the mind's being the knower. For the direction of the soul 
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implies that the soul already knows the object of memory to which it directs 
the mind ; and if the memory is already revived there is no need for any 
contact of the mind, All memories are not revived by chance, i. e. all of 
a sudden ; some take mental effort for a long time to revive them. Nor 
is the mind the knower. But this, we say, is only a partial view of the 
matter. For cognitions do take place and there must be particular con¬ 
junction of the soul and the mind, as when a thorn suddenly pricks the 
foot of a man and pain is felt by him when his mind was engaged elsewhere, 
e. g. a beautiful scenery. As this particular conjunction is due to adrista, 
conjunction may be similarly produced by adrista serially in the case of 
non-simultaneous revival of all memories. The true reply, however, to the 
explanation offered, namely that the mind serially comes into contact with 
parts of the soul, is as given, that is, that the mind must operate within 
the body and not outside it. 

The contact of the soul and the mind and the impressions are not the 
sole causes of recollections. These depend also on attention and cognition 
of signs (vide Sutra III. ii. 41), Recollections do not occur simultaneously 
because their causes do not occur simultaneously, Even in cases of flashes 
of memory recollection is not independent of attention, etc. What happens 
in such cases is that the mind is occupied with several objects and one of 
them engages attention and revives a memory without our being aware 
of the cause of such revival. The mind is associated with the soul in the 
body for a specific purpose determined by adrista. Its dimension is atomic. 
It can come into contact with one impression at a time. Hence there can 
be no simultaneity of recollections. 

Some hold the view that while cognition is an attribute of the soul, 
desire, aversion, volition, pleasure and pain are the attributes of the inner 
instrument, i. e. the mind. This view is not correct. For we find that these 
refer to one and the same agent and substratum as cognition. It is the 
knower which resolves to put forth effort for the acquisition of pleasure 
and the avoidance of pain. Therefore, these must also be the attribute 
of the soul. 

The Materialist twists the above argument to his advantage. Says 
he : You argue that acquisition and avoidance proceed from desire and 
aversion and that desire and aversion are attributes of consciousness, But 
atoms are acted upon by attraction and repulsion, They must then 
possess desire and aversion and therefore be conscious. To this we reply 
that uniformity in the one and want of uniformity in the other distinguish 
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the two cases. Gravity, e. g., is a property of all material substances ; it 
adheres to them in all circumstances. But while activity is found in atoms 
it is absent from such things as a pot. The activity which is found in 
material bodies such as an axe, or in the atoms, is caused by the will of the 
knower or by his karma under the will of the All-Knower. A second 
objection to the materialistic view is that as each atom would be endowed 
with consciousness, there would be a plurality of knowers in a single 
product, which is not warranted by any reason. Moreover, the reasons 
previously given for the existence of the soul and its eternality completely 
refute the theory that consciousness belongs to material substances. 

To sum up : Consciousness does not belong to the mind or for the 
matter of that to the senses or the elements ; for the reasons already 
adduced commencing with Sutra I. i. 10, "Desire, aversion, volition, pleasure 
and pain are the marks of the Soul", and also on account of their existing for 
the sake of another, and also in virtue of the moral law. They exist for 
the sake of another whose volition incites them to activity. Then, on the 
supposition that consciousness belongs to the elements, senses and the 
mind, all of which disintegrate at death, the consequences of their activity 
would befall the soul at or as rebirth, which is contrary to the moral law. 
Hence by proof by exhaustion consciousness must be the attribute of the 
soul. Moreover, the reasons already given in support of this have been 
vindicated by the refutation of the arguments against them. Or 
the word "Upapatti" in the Sutra (III. ii. 41) means rebirth, and 
furnishes an additional reason in support of the view that consciousness 
belongs to the soul. A series of cognitions without a soul cannot account 
for rebirth. It can offer no explanation of samsara and release. If the 
world were a congeries of series of conscious states there could be no 
harmony, no co-ordination, no organisation in society and the conduct of 
the affairs of the world would be impossible. Within the man also there 
would be the same chaos and confusion, and recollection would be an 
impossibility, because one state could not remember what was experienced 
by an antecedent state. Therefore the soul which knows also recollects, 
Its nature is to know. Every one is aware of the unity of the cognitions 
"I shall know", "I know," "I knew." . 

Topic 37 : Cognition is momentary : Sutras : 42-45. 

Cognition lasts but an instant, as it is action. Its continuity is only 
apparent as in the case of the motion of an arrow shot from a bow which 
is really a series of instantaneous motions. So long as the pot, e. g., is 
present before the eyes there is cognition ; as soon as it is removed the 
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cognition ceases. The duration of cognition is made up of cognitions 
arising every moment. On the other hand, the persistence of cognition will 
mean perpetual perception, and recollection will be rendered unnecessary ; 
for the cause of recollection is not cognition but the impression lea by 
cognition. It is a misconception to hold that cognition which disappears as 
soon as it is produced can give us only the apprehension of the genus and not 
of the individual, as in the case of a flash of lightning. In the flash of 
lightning you can see that a thing is a man but cannot determine his indivi¬ 
dual characteristics. Similar would be the case were cognition instantaneous. 
The objection is groundless. For the character of the cognition depends 
upon the causes which give rise to it. Where the cause of the cognition is 
fleeting the apprehension is indeterminate, general ; where it is not 
fleeting the apprehension is determinate, detailed. For cognition is 
the apprehension of an object, whether indeterminate or determi¬ 
nate. The various characteristics of an object, generic and specific, 
provide cognition with its manifold contents. In respect of each such 
content the cognition is self-complete and determinate. It is merely a 
convention to speak of the cognition of the generic aspects of an object as 
indeterminate and of the cognition of its specific aspects as determinate. 
The instantancity of cognition in no way affects perception even when the 
object is also momentary. E. g. in a lamp the flame consists of a scries of 
radiant energies emitted by the lamp. Each such radiation is an object of 
cognition, and the series of such cognitions gives us the perception of the 
flame of the lamp. 

Topic jS: Consciousness is not in the Body : Siitras : 46-55. 

The colour and other attributes of the body co-exist with the body. 
But a dead body does not possess consciousness. It cannot be compared 
to momentum, for momentum depends upon definite causes and no such 
Causes of consciousness arc found present or absent in the body. The cause 
of consciousness in the body can be neither in the body as in that case 
death would make no difference, nor in another substance as in that case 
there would be no reason why it should not produce consciousness in stones 
and stocks, nor in both as in that case there would be no reason why 
consciousness should be produced in the body and not in other things of 
the same class with it. The disappearance of consciousness from the body 
at death cannot also be compared to the destruction of the dark colour of 
earth by baking, for baking does not merely destroy black colour but also 
produces red colour, while no such new production in the body is found 
at death, but the total cessation of consciousness. Moreover, baking 



( 283 ) 


produces red colour in earth because the materials for such colour exist in 
the earth. But in the body are not found agencies destructive of conscious¬ 
ness. Further, consciousness pervades .every particle of the body,and on 
the theory in question there would be innumerable conscious entities in a 
single body : so that pleasure, pain and cognition would be entirely 

localised in the part affected and would not affect any other part, which is 

contrary to experience. Our statement that consciousness pervades every 
part of the body of course excludes the hair, nails, etc. For they do not 
constitute the body which extends upto the skin only. The body is defined 
as the seat of the senses, the field of the activity of the soul and the mind, 
and of the experience of pleasure, pain, cognition. Moreover, the 
attributes of the body are either imperceptible as, e.g., gravity, 

or perceptible as, e.g., colour; but consciousness is neither impercep¬ 

tible because one is aware of it nor sensible because it is apprehended by 
the mind. It follows that consciousness is not an attribute of the body. 
And this conclusion further confirms the previous conclusion that cognition 
does not belong to the mind, the senses and the body but to the soul. 

Topic39: Of the Mind: Sutras : 56-59. 

In the organism of the mind, senses, cognitions and the body there 
is only one mind. The unity of the mind is inferred from the non-simul¬ 
taneity of cognitions of several objects through the different senses. When 
we observe the different movements of an individual we seem to have 
several cognitions at one and the same time. But this is due to the 
swianess of the cognitions and of the movements of the mind. Every one 
is aware within oneself that cognitions arise in sequence according to the 
serial operation of the senses in respect of their objects. Recollections 
also appear in sequence. This shows that succession and not simultaneity 
is the truth. That swianess of cognitions and of the movements of the 
mind obliterates, as it were, their succession is best illustrated when we at a 
glance grasp the meaning of a sentence which involves the hearing of each 
letter as uttered, their formation into words, the recollection of the meanings 
of the words, their syntactical connection, etc. And the same reason, 
namely non-simultaneity of cognitions, also establishes that the mind is 
atomic. 

Topic 40 : Adrista is the cause of the Body : Sutras : 60-72. 

Karma, i.e. the activity or the start made by speech, cognition and 
the body, produces as its fruit merit and demerit which abide in the soul. 
Moved by these and not independently the elements produce the body. 
Dwelling in the body the soul regards the body as itself. Being attached 
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to the body and out of the craving for enjoyment in it the soul cognises 
objects and creates samskaras or appetencies in the form of merit and 
demerit which lead to rebirth where again the same sequence of cause and 
effect is repeated, and so on. This succession of events can be possible 
only on the explanation that the elements are moved for the production 
of the body under the influence of karma to subserve the ends of the soul. 
It is seen that a man, to serve his purposes, makes conveyances and the 
like from suitable materials. The Atheist says that in making a statue 
sand, stone, colouring and other materials are used as they exist in nature 
without reference to any karma and that so the case may be with the 
production of the body from the elements. We reply that it is yet to be 
established that sand, stone, etc. exist in nature by themselves without 
reference to any karma and not to serve the ends of the soul. Moreover, 
a statue is not produced from seeds whereas the body is. This involves 
three karmas, viz. of the soul experiencing life in the womb and of the 
parents enjoying the fruit in the shape of a son. Further, food taken by 
the mother nourishes and develops the embryo till birth through various 
processes of assimilation. It is thus clear that the action of the materials 
in forming and developing the body is dependent upon karma. The 
operation of karma is also manifest from the fact that every approach of the 
parents does not become fruitful. 

Not only is karma the cause of the production of the body ; it is 
also the cause of the conjunction of a particular body with a particular soul. 
The body is a highly intricate mechanism and cannot as such be brought 
about by the fortuitous concourse of atoms. Similarly the bodies of no 
two men are exactly the same. This perplexing diversity of outfit in the 
form of the body can be explained only by karma, namely that every man 
has his own destiny to fulfil and that he gets the body which he merits. 

The causality of karma in the production of the body also accounts 
for the soul's disjunction from the body on the exhaustion of karma, through 
the removal of delusion by true knowledge. Thus the seed of future birth 
is not produced and karma in fruition is exhausted by experience. Were 
the elements, on the other hand, which are indestructible, independent 
causes of the production of the body, there would be no release. 

The Samkhyas hold that the soul's non-experience of Prakriti 
or Matter is the cause of the production of the body in and through which 
the soul is to experience Prakriti, and that when the experience is 
accomplished the soul regains final separation from the body. On this 
theory a released soul also may again be connected with the body. For if 
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experience is necessary for the soul when it had no body experience may 
be necessary also aaer its separation from the body. It cannot be argued 
that separation from the body takes place aaer the purpose of the soul's 
experience of Prakriti has been accomplished and that therefore there is 
no reason for its being again connected with the body. For the experience 
of a single soul fulfils the purpose of the experience of Pakriti, and Pakriti 
which has performed before one soul has its object accomplished ; yet we 
find that the production of bodies is uninterrupted. The production of the 
body is therefore not from non-karma and for the purpose of the soul's 
experience of Prakriti. It is due to karma and for the experience of the 
fruit of karma. 

Others maintain that the soul's experience is not of Pakriti but of the 
fruits of karma and that this is brought about by adrista inhering in 
atoms. This attribute of the atoms is a cause of activity. Impelled by it 
the atoms come together and form the body. The mind then enters the 
body. In the body so formed and possessed by the mind the soul cognises 
objects. But in this view also bodies can be produced even for a released 
soul because the attribute of adrista appertaining to the atoms is indes¬ 
tructible. 

Others again opine that the mind by its own adrista enters the body. 
In that case also there can be no separation of the mind from the body. 
For to what will this separation be due? On our theory karma in fruition 
in the present body is exhausted by experience and separation from the 
body takes place. The adrista of the mind, on the other hand, cannot be 
the cause of both birth and death. 

Further, if the elements as such could produce the body then the body 
once produced would, in the absence of any cause of destruction, continue 
for ever. If death were due to chance then there would not be so much 
diversity in the manner of death as is seen. 

Some think that as the dark colour of the atom is destroyed for ever 
by the application of heat and red colour is produced in its place, so on the 
theory of the production of the body by adrista the body will not be 
produced again in the state of release. This view is altogether unsupported 
by.any reason. No familiar instance is cited. Neither perception nor 
inference is advanced. 

Or " Akrita—abhyagama—prasanga ," in the Sutra (III-ii-72) means 
that the doctrine that the production of the body is not due to karma will 
entail that the experience of pleasure and pain is without any cause. This 
is contrary to perception, inference and scriptural texts. This would mean 

8 
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that acts are neither good nor bad and that the acts of men are not 
responsible for their experience of pleasure and pain. This is the false 
view of perverted minds. 


BOOK IV : CHAPTER i. 

Topic 41: Activity and Faults : Sutras 1—2. 

Activity (I. i. 17) and Faults (I. i. 18) have already been explained. 
They have been examined in the examination of the body, etc. from which 
spring merits and demerits. The Faults, like cognition, are attributes of 
the soul. They are the causes of samsara or transmigration, because they 
are the causes of activity and re-birth. As sarpsara is without beginning, 
they also proceed without beginning. They cease to be when false 
knowledge is destroyed by knowledge of the truth. 

Topic 42 : Faultsfall into three groups : Sutras : 3—9. 

There are three collections of Faults: (i) Attraction consisting of 
lust, greed, craving, longing and covetousness ; (2) Aversion consisting of 
anger, envy, jealousy, hatred and implacability ; (3) Delusion consisting 
of false knowledge, doubt, pride and carelessness. Attachment is the mark 
of Attraction ; want of forbearance, of Aversion ; and misapprehension, of 
Delusion. Every man is aware of their existence within himself. The 
fact that they are all liable to be destroyed by knowledge of the truth does 
not show that they do not fall into distinct classes. For the colours of the 
earth such as blue, etc. are distinct colours, though they can be all 
destroyed by the application of heat. The colours again are quite distinct 
though they have a common source, viz. fire. Similarly, the Faults are 
quite distinct from one another, though false knowledge is their common 
origin. 

Among the Faults Delusion is the worst. For a man who is free 
from it is not influenced by the other two. Misapprehension runs through 
Attraction and Aversion also. Delusion therefore is their cause. And 
it is thus that they disappear on the removal of Delusion by know¬ 
ledge of the truth. 

Topic 43: Pretyabhuva (Transmigration): Sutras : 10 —13. 

Birth is not production; death'is not destruction. The eternity 

of the soul makes pretyabhava possible. The eternal soul forsakes 
the former body and takes up another body. Both these processes constitute 
pretyabhava. To say that the production and destruction of entities cons¬ 
titute pretyabhava is to deny the moral law according to which one expe¬ 
riences the consequences of one's own acts. While the doctrine of total 
annihilation would render the teachings of the Risis meaningless. 
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How, from causes of what character, are bodies, etc. produced ? A 
body is not produced from another body. A pot is not .produced from another 
pot. All is not the cause of all. Like produces like. A pot is produced from 
potsherds of the like material. This is the testimony of perception which is 
the highest evidence. On the strength of this experience it can be inferred 
that the causes of the gross elements of earth, etc. are the most subtle 
supersensible eternal substances possessing colour and other attributes found 
in the gross elements. The existence of such substances is thus revealed 
The inference is from the known to the unknown. 

The gross elements which are produced from the most subtle eternal 
elements furnish the materials for the production of the body, senses and 
objects with which the soul becomes associated aaer leaving its previous 
body. This is the truth. The views of sectarians will be next considered. 

Topic 44. : The Void is not the cause of the World: Sutras : 14-18. 

Some say that the sprout comes into existence by destroying the seed, 
i.e., that from the non-existence of the seed is the existence of the sprout. 
This is not correct. For if the sprout is the cause of the destruction of the 
seed then it must have existence before the seed is destroyed, and in that 
case it cannot be said to come into existence from the destruction of the 
seed. It is true that causal predication is made in respect of objects past 
and future; e.g., a lost article causes sorrow ; a son yet to be born causes 
pleasure. But such predication rests on mere sequence. So also when the 
sprout which is yet to appear is said to be the cause of the destruction of 
the seed the predication of causality merely states a sequence, and not a 
true causal relation, namely that the sprout is produced from the destroyed 
seed, i.e., that existence springs from non-existence. The truth is that the 
parts of a structure disintegrate and redintegrate into another structure, and 
that bodies are produced from such redintegration and not from non-existence 
or void. The relation of antecedent and consequent between these two 
processes is not denied. 

Topic 4.5 : /s'vara (God) is not the material cause of the World : Sutras 

19-21. 

Some say that the void may not be the material cause of the 
world but that Brahman is the material cause of the fabric of names 
and forms; because it is seen that the destiny of man does not 
depend upon the efforts of man alone but also on the dispensation of God 
also. This view is not correct. For Brahman cannot be conceived other¬ 
wise than as a soul, Is'vara is a soul which is all-doing, all-knowing, all- 
embracing. Anima (power to become smaller than even an atom), etc, are 
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His eight excellences. He acts by mere will (and not by physical means) 
and disposes the merits and demerits appertaining to each soul and the 
elements of earth, etc. to activity. He is thus absolutely free in the work 
of creation. He is like a friend; He is the father of created beings. These 

attributes cannot be possible in Him without the possession of cognition. 

* 

Therefore He cannot be anything but a soul. So also declares the Sruti: 
"The seer, the cogniser, the all-knower, the Lord." He cannot be compre¬ 
hended by perception, inference and revelation. He can be indicated only 
by the analogy of our own souls. 

Topic 46 : The World is not the Result of Chance : Satras : 22-24. 

Some say that like the sharpness of thorns, streaks of colour in rock 
minerals and the smoothness of the stone, the production of the body, etc. 
is from material causes without the intervention of an efficient cause. This 
view does not differ from the view that the creation of the body, etc. is not 
the result of the action of man, which has been refuted in III. ii. 6072. 

Topic 47 : All is not non-eternal: Sutras : 25-28. 

Some say that all things are non-eternal as production and destruc¬ 
tion are their nature. Some oppose this tenet by asserting that the alleged 
non-eternality must itself be eternal and thus will furnish an opposition to 
the non-eternality of all things (including non-eternality.) But non-eternal- 
ity cannot be eternal ; like fire destroying itself along with the fuel, it 
ceases to be along with the destruction of all things. The true reply to 
the tenet of the non-eternality of all things is that there can be no denial 
of what is really eternal. What is eternal and what is non-eternal is to be 
settled by the test of cognition. Things which are found by means of the 
pramanas to be liable to production and destruction must be regarded as 
non-eternal, while things which are not found to be so liable must be regarded 
as eternal. The eternals thus determined are the most subtle elements, 
ether, time, space, soul, mind, their attributes, genus, species, combination. 

Topic 48 : All is not eternal: Stitras : 29-33. 

Some say that as all things are nothing but the five elements and as 
the five elements are eternal, all things must, therefore, be eternal. This 
tenet is negatived by our actual cognition of the production and destruc¬ 
tion of things. The mere resemblance of things to the elements in respect 
of their attributes is not a true mark of the inference of their eternality. For 
there are reasons also to account for their difference in regard to duration. 
The resemblance in respect of attributes only shows that the elements are 
the material causes of the things. On the other hand, there is actual 
cognition of production, and of the cause of production, of things. This 
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cognition proves their non-eternality. The activity of man who seeks to 
produce what is pleasant and to destroy what is painful, also presupposes 
that all things are not eternal. It is further well-known that composite 
substances undergo production and destruction. Again, sound; action, 
cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, and volition are neither 
included among the elements nor possess their attributes. It cannot 
be said that the cognition of production is as unreal as cognition in a 
dream ; for the same can be said about the cognition of the elements. 
Moreover, there is this fundamental difference between eternal and non¬ 
eternal things that the former are beyond the reach of the senses and are 
not subject to production and destruction. (Thus is the Samkhya view 
refuted. The view of those who believe in autogenesis is next considered.) 

It is said that production and destruction are mere changes of attribute 
and not of substance which is constant, and so eternal ; in other words, that 
there are really not production and destruction but only development and 
envelopment. But this view of the persistence of entities at all times fails 
to provide any means of differentiation as to (i) development and enve¬ 
lopment, (2) the attribute developed and the one enveloped, (3) the moments 
of development and envelopment, (4) the particular attribute developed and 
enveloped and another, (5) the past and the future. Hence the view must 
be rejected. 

Topic 49 : All is not discrete : Sutras : 34-36. 

Some say that an entity as a single unity does not exist, because the 
names by which entitles are denoted connote a plurality ; e. g. a "Jar" is the 
name of a bundle of attributes such as colour, taste, touch and smell, and 
of parts such as bottom, sides, neck, etc. But this is not right ; for attributes 
are different from substance and parts are different from the whole, as 
already explained (see II. i. 33-36.) Moreover, names do not change ; for 
instance, we say, "The jar I saw I touch, the jar I touched I see". Then, 
mere collocations of atoms are imperceptible, because atoms are so. That 
which is perceived in a collocation of atoms is a single entity. Again, the 
admission of a collocation whether of atoms or of attributes or of parts is 
the admission of a unity. 

Topic50 : All is not void: Sutras : 37-40. 

Some say that all is non-existence, because existence and non-exis¬ 
tence appear in every entity ; e. g. in a cow there is presence of cow-ness 
and there is absence of horse-ness and everything else. The argument involves 
a twofold contradiction, (c) "All" is definable, as it means more than one 
and without exception ; while "non-existence" is not definable, as it is the 
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negation of existence. (2) If all is non-existence then one thing, e. g. cow- 
ness, cannot be the negation of another thing e. g. horseness. Then, all 
entities have existence by their own nature ; a cow is existent as a cow. 
There is no cognition of a cow as non-existence. When it is said that a 
cow is non-existent in the form'of a horse and it is not said that a cow is 
non-existent in the form of a cow, it is admitted that a cow as a cow is 
existent. The statement that a cow is not a horse is a denial of their 
identity and not of the cow as an entity, 

The opponent rejoins that what is called the nature or character of 
an entity has merely a relative existence like length and shortness. To 
this the reply is that relativity depends upon an absolute standard. If 
both the terms long and short are relative then they destroy each other. 
These terms, again, do not apply to atoms or objects of equal size. If 
relativity were a fact as asserted, then surely some difference would have 
appeared in them. What relativity really implies is that when two objects 
are seen together it enables us to see the excess of the one over the other. 

Topic 51 : Reality is not numerically fixed: Stitras : 41-43. 

Some say that (i) all is one, being equally existent, (2) all is dual, 
being eternal and non-eternal, (3) all is a triad, being the cogniser, the 
means of cognition, and the cognisable, (4) all is a quartet, being the 
knower, the means of knowing, the knowable, and knowledge ; and so forth. 
This is not correct, because of impossibility of proof. For if the matter to 
be proved and the reason for it are diverge then the number asserted is 
exceeded ; if not, then in the absence of any reason there can be no proof. 
It is no answer to say that a part of the matter to be proved will 
furnish the reason for the proof. For in unity there can be no part. So in 
the case of duality, etc. These views deny the diversity of objects formed 
in special characters, and are thus opposed to perception, inference and 
testimony, and therefore false. The truth is that objects are classified 
according to their resemblances and diversified according to their differ¬ 
ences. 

Totic 52 : Phala (Fruit) : Sutras : 44-53. 

It is seen that when a man cooks his food, he gets the fruit of his 
labour immediately, while when he sows seed he gets the harvest aaer a 
lapse of time. Therefore when it is said that heaven is the fruit of the 
performance of agnihotra sacrifice, the doubt arises as to whether the fruit 
will be obtained immediately or aaer a lapse of time. We know that 
heaven is not obtained immediately. On the other hand, we do pot see 
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how it can be obtained aaerward, for the activity in the shape of the per¬ 
formance of the sacrifice must have ceased to operate long ago. To this 
the reply is that activity produces Samskara (potency) in the form of merit 
and demerit, which in co-operation with other conditions produces the fruit 
at another time, in the same way as water poured at the root of a tree 
causes through intermediate agencies the appearance of flowers and fruits. 

It is true that in the case of the tree, the action and the result both 
appear in the same body, i.e., the tree, while in the case of the sacrifice, the 
action is performed in one body and the fruit is enjoyed in another body. 
But bodies are merely the fields, the performer-enjoyer is the soul. The 
soul performs the action, the merit resides in the soul, the fruit in the form 
of happiness accrues to the soul. Where the fruit of action is declared 
to be a son, a wife, cattle, wealth, etc., these are only the symbols and sources 
of happiness which is the real fruit. 

Topic 53 : Duhkha (Pain) : Stitras : 5-57. 

Pain has been enumerated aaer Fruit (in I. i. 9, and defined in Li. 21. 
Pleasure has been neither enumerated nor defined.) The omission 
however does not imply a total denial of pleasure ; for such denial is 
impossible seeing that all beings bear testimony to the existence of pleasure. 
The teaching that pleasure is to be regarded as denoted by the word pain 
is given, for the purpose of the avoidance of pain, to one who, on account of 
the experience of the stream of births and deaths, has become indifferent and 
desires to avoid pain. For all beings, all the worlds, all re-births are, through 
the co-existence of pain, penetrated with badhana or impediment or hinder- 
ance or obstruction which is the characteristic of pain. In the text (IV. i. 
54) "Birth" means that which is born, namely the body, senses and cognition. 
The impediment is of various grades. It is the greatest in the case of those 
who are in hell ; middling, of the lower animals ; least, of men ; less, of the 
celestial beings and of dispassionate men. Thus seeing that impediment 
in some degree or other exists in all the worlds the teachers apply the 
definition of pain to pleasure as well as to its means, namely the body, senses, 
cognition. Hereby attraction towards the worlds ceases, thirst for them is 
cut off, release is obtained from all pain. It is like the avoidance of the 
paip of death by one who throws away milk mixed with poison. 

Measure no doubt appears in the intervals of pain. But the longing 
for and pursuit of pleasure and the attendant evils such as non-fulfilment 
of desire, its partial fulfilment, fulfilment with risks, etc., produce various 
mental suffering, and consequently even at the moment of pleasure the 
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impediment to the freedom of the soul continues. It is for this reason that 
"birth" is declared as pain, and not on account of the non-existence of 
pleasure. Again, there is no pleasure in the attainment and enjoyment of 
which pain in some form or other is not experienced. Moreover, "birth", 
infirmity, disease, contact with disagreeable things, separation from agree¬ 
able things, non-fulfilment of desire are the necessary conditions and 
inevitable consequeuces of the pursuit of pleasure. But a man with 
whom pleasure is the supreme good regards these also as grades 
of pleasure and thus never gets free from transmigration. For the 
awakening of such a man also "birth" is declared as pain. The expres¬ 
sion " Birth is pain " (in IV. i. 54) however does not mean that the 
body, senses and cognition are by their own nature pain, but that they like 
pleasure are so being interpenetrated with impediment. 

Topic54.: Apavarga (Release): Stitras 58-67. 

Some say that the attainment of release is impossible on account of 
(i) the chain of debts, (2) the chain of perversions, and (3) the chain of 
activity. The repayment of debts is enjoined as follows : "A Brahmana, as 
he is born, is born encumbered with three debts : by celibacy and study he 
repays the debt to the Risis ; by performing sacrifices, to the deities ; and by 
begetting progeny, to the Pitris" (Satapatha Brahmana. 1-7-2-1). As 
regards sacrifices it is further laid down : "These sacrifices agnihotra, 
dars'a and purnamasa shall be performed until death or infirmity intervenes. 
Either by infirmity or by death is one freed from the obligation to perform." 
So no time is lea for the pursuit of release. (Perversions are false knowledge, 
egotism, attraction, aversion and love of life. Yoga-Sutra, II. 3). These 
cling to one from life to life. Aain, from birth till death the activity of 
the speech,'mind and body never leaves a man for a moment. Therefore 
the attainment of release as described in I. i. 2 is not established. 

To the above the reply is as follows : (i) In the text of the Satapatha 

Brahmana the word "debts" is used not in its primary but in a secondary 
sense. For primarily a debt and its repayment must be inter vivos. 
That condition is not present in the case under consideration. The 
secondary application of the word is for the sake of condemnation and com¬ 
mendation. Like a debtor who does not repay his debts a man who does 
not perform acts deserves condemnation ; and like a debtor who repays 
his debts a man who performs acts deserves commendation. Again, the 
expression " as he is born " is also used in a secondary sense. For surely 
an infant has neither the desire for the fruit of, nor the capacity to perform, 
all those acts, sacrifice, etc. Similarly the declaration about performance 
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of acts till infirmity or death should be rationally interpreted. For if it is 
taken literally it becomes superfluous, for infirmity' and death necessarily 
put a stop to all performance. The declaration really means that perform¬ 
ance should be continued till the desire is satisfied with the attainment of 
fruit. The word "Jara" which the objector has explained as infirmity really 
means the fourth stage of life, the stage of renunciation. For it is then that 
a man having, aaer realising the futility of all worldly objects, renounced 
the desire for worlds, wealth and progeny, is freed from the obligation to 
perform acts. "Jara" cannot mean infirmity or inability here, for in the case 
of men who are not themselves able to perform acts, a proxy is allowed such 
as a disciple whose service is required by the gia of learning. 

Again, the text in question is a re-inculcation (and not an original 
injunction, as there is no word in it to express an injunction). It can be 
interpreted either as a re-inclucation or as one pleases. The former inter¬ 
pretation is the more rational. The sense therefore is that a householder 
has no option but to perform prescribed acts as a debtor has no option but 
to repay debts. The performances which accomplish the fruit, and not 
the fruit, are the subject of a man's effort. Injunctions lay down the means 
which is to be brought into operation and the fruit which is to be produced. 
"Jayamana", as he is born, therefore refers to him whom these concern, 
namely the householder. This is not to deny the other stages of life, 
namely the student, the renunciate and the recluse. For every 6astra is 
confined to its own subject matter. These Brahmana texts are concerned 
with the duties of householders only. 

Riks (sacred verses) and Brahmanas (sacred prose texts) declare release 
(for all stages of life). Thus there are the Riks : (a; Risis, begetting progeny 
and desiring wealth, entered death by reason of acts; other Risis, dis¬ 
criminative, attained immortality beyond the reach of acts. 

(b) Neither by act nor by progeny nor by wealth but by renunci¬ 
ation some attained immortality ; beyond heaven (i. e. outside the reign of 
Avidya), hidden in the cave (i. e. beyond the reach of ordinary pramanas), 
that which shines, the yatis (recluses) enter. 

(c) Know I this Person, great, of the splendour of the sun, beyond 
darkness ; by knowing Him one crosses over death ; there is no other path 
for the journey. 

There are also the Brahmanas: (a) There are three supports of 
Dharrna, sacrifice, study and gia. The first is penance ; the second is the 
celibate-student residing in the university or college of the preceptor; the 
third is such a student who spends his life in the college. All of them go to 
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the regions of the virtuous. He who is steady in Brahman attains immorta¬ 
lity. (Chhandogya Upanisad, II. xxiii. i). 

(b) Desiring this world only the renunciates take to renunciation. 
(Brihat Aranyaka Upanisad, IV. iv. 22). 

(c) Now they declare that man is in essence desire. As he desires 
so he resolves; as he resolves so he acts ; as he acts so he becomes. 

Thus declaring that transmigration is the result of acts, the texts 
teach what is good : Desiring, when he becomes non-desiring, desire-free, 
desire-less, self-desiring, desire-fulfilled, his pranas (vital forces) do not go 
out, they are withdrawn into the soul even here. Being truly Brahman, he 
attains Brahman. (Brihat Aranyaka Upanisad, IV. iv. 5, 6). 

Therefore it is unreasonable to say that the chain of debts prevents 
release. The text, Those tour paths leading to deities, (Taittiriya 
Sarahita, V. vii. 23), again, show that there are four, and not one, stages 
'of life. 

The text about the performance of agnihotra, dars'a and purnamasa 
applies only to those who desire the fruit. For the Veda enjoins the closing 
of sacrifices and renunciation. Thus, "Having fulfilled the prajApatya 
sacrifice, having offered all his possessions in it, transplanting the fires in the 
soul, let a Brahmana walk away from the world". This shows that the 
removal of the sacrificial fires is enjoined for those who have risen above 
the desire for progeny, wealth and worlds and have ceased to desire the 
fruit of sacrifices. So declare the Brahmana texts; e. g. Resolving to 
take to another order of life Yajnavalkya addressed Maitreyi thus : I wish, 
0 dear one, to go away from this place; let me reconcile you to Katyayanl. 
0 Maitreyi, you have received initiation from me. That much, 0 dear one, 
is immortality. So saying Yajnavalkya went away. 

The performance of acts till infirmity and death could not be intended 
for all without distinction. For such acts end with the collection of the 
sacrificial vessels at death which can be possible in the case of householders 
only. Had that been the intention there would have been no declaration 
of rising above desires as in the text: It so happened in days of yore 
that Brhmanas, versed in the sacred lore and learned, did not desire 
progeny; (they thought) what should we do with progeny ? we for whom 
the soul is the whole world. They, rising above the desires for progeny, 
wealth and worlds, led the life of mendicants. (Brihat Aranyaka Upanisad, 
III. v. 1). For such men acts ending with the collection of the sacrificial 
vessels cannot be possible. Moreover, the fruit does not incite all men to 
activity to the same extent 

The order of the householder is not the only order of life. Itihasas, 

Puranas and Dharmas'itstras declare four orders of life. These as well as 
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the sacred verses and Brahmana texts are authoritative in regard to their 
respective subject matters, like the senses. Sacrifice is the subject matter 
of the sacred verses and Brahmana texts; the character of men, of ItihAsas 
and Purdnas ; and social conduct, of the Dharmas'stras. ' If Dharmas'astras 
had no authority, chaos would ensue through non-regulation of the conduct 
of men. The authority of Itihasas and PurAnas has been declared by the 
Brfihmana text: AtharvAngirasa declared the Itihasa and Purana; they 
constitute the fiah of the Vedas (Chhindogya Upanisad, III. iv. 2). 

(2) The chain of perversions also can offer no obstacle to the attain¬ 
ment of release. For as in the case of a man in deep sleep, when he 
dreams no dreams, the chain of attraction and the chain of pleasure and pain 
are snapped, so also in the state of release. And this the knowers of 
Brahman instance as the condition of the released soul. 

(3) In the case of a man whose perversions have suffered decay, 
the activity does not tend to re-birth at the end of the previous' birth. 
Such re-birth is caused by adrista, i.e. merit and demerit abiding in the 
soul. Absence of re-birth at the end of the previous birth is release. 
This does not entail the futility of acts. For what is declared is that 
re-birth does not take place at the end of the previous birth, and not 
that the experience of the consequences of acts is denied, In such a case 
all previous acts reach fruition in the last birth. 

An objection is raised by some who say that the stream of perver¬ 
sions is natural and without beginning and therefore impossible of being 
cut short. It is no answer to this objection that just as antecedent non¬ 
existence (which is without beginning) of an entity is- terminated by the 
entity when produced, so the natural stream of perversions is not eternal. 
Neither is the objection met by the argument that just as the natural dark 
colour of the atom from before time is terminated by the application of 
fire, even so is the stream of perversions. For eternality and non-eternality 
are attributes of positive entities only ; their application to non-entities is 
only metaphorical. There is also no reason for the conclusion that the 
dark colour of the atom is without beginning. Nor is there any reason 
for the proposition that what is not in need of production is non-eternal. 

The true answer to the objection is as follows : Subconscious will 
is'the efficient cause of the perversions, attraction, etc. They are due to 
acts and to themselves mutually. Attraction, aversion and delusion arise 
from subconsciously produced wrong notions of things as attractive, 
repulsive and delusive. Acts produce the bodies of living beings and in 
them the perversions of attraction, aversion and delusion according to a 
fixed rule. For it is actually seen that attraction is dominant in some 
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bodies, and delusion in some others. Their production is also reciprocal. 
The deluded man is attracted; the deluded man is angered; the attracted 
man is deluded ; the angered man is deluded. Now, the production of the 
false notions of things ceases through knowledge of the truth and owing 
to the non-production of their cause there follows the absolute non¬ 
production of attraction, etc. There is again no special force in the 
statement that the stream of perversions is without beginning. For all 
these entities, the body, etc., associated with the soul, come down in 
sequence without beginning. There is nothing which was not produced 
before and has been produced for the first time, except knowledge of the 
truth. Such being the case it is not premised by us that what is not liable 
to production is capable of destruction. As regards acts which produce 
the bodies of living beings in diverse classes of animal life, they do not 
become the efficient cause of the production of attraction, etc., aaer the 
destruction of false notions of things is brought about by the knowledge of 
the truth about them. They continue, however, to be productive of pleasure 
and pain, for in producing them they are independent of false notions. 

Book IV: Chapter ii. 

Topic 55 : Production of knowledge of Truth : Sutras I—3. 

Now, false knowledge is not mere non-production of true knowledge. 
It is not a negative but a positive thing. It is delusion. The object the 
false knowledge of which is the seed of samsara or succession of births and 
deaths, is to be known in its essence. False knowledge consists in the 
apprehension of the not-soul as the soul, in the delusion, the ahatpkara 
(1—manufacture) in the form " 1 am (this)". Aharakiira is the vision of one 
who sees the not-soul as " I am (this)". The objects of ahamktlra are the 
body, senses, mind, feelings and cognitions. When a man feels convinced 
about this assemblage of objects, the body, etc., as " I am (this) ", as his very 
self, their destruction he regards as the destruction of himself, and being 
overcome with the desire for their non-destruction, adopts them again and 
again, and so adopting them, strives for birth and death ; and as no 
separation from them takes place, he is never absolutely released from pain. 
He who sees all this as pain, the vehicle of pain, and pleasure tinged with 
pain, knows pain thoroughly, and pain so known decays for want of 
adoption or acceptance, like food mixed with poison. Similarly he sees 
the faults and action as causes of pain. So he abandons the faults. The 
faults having decayed, activity does not tend to re-birth (IV. i. 63). Thus 
the man discriminates (i) that re-birth, fruit and pain are the things to be 
known, (2) that action and faults are to be avoided, (3) that release is to be 
attained, and (4) that knowledge of truth is the means of its attainment. 
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Having thus divided the knowables as those which are wrongly identified 
with the soul, those to be known, those to be Abandoned and those 
to be attained, when the man devotes himself to them, constantly 
turns them over in thought and influences them with thought, there 
appears to him perfect vision, awareness of the things as they are, 
knowledge of truth. The knowables from the body to pain (I. i. 9) are due 
to faults because they are the objects of false knowledge. True knowledge 
about them prevents ahamkara or their identification with the soul. And 
so through knowledge of truth, on the successive removal of pain, birth, etc. 
(1. i. 2), release is obtained. This is a resume of the teachings of all 
Sastras and is not a new teaching. 

The objects of the senses are the objects of desire. They are colour, 
etc. When they are wrongly conceived they cause the operation of attrac¬ 
tion, aversion and delusion. So meditation for the sake of true knowledge 
should be first concentrated on them. Aaer wrong notions about them 
have ceased then thought should be focussed on the body, etc. which are 
more nearly connected with the soul so as to remove ahamkra in respect 
of them. Thus the man who is dispassionate to objects external as well 
as internal, is called released. 

The cause of the faults is the conceit which regards objects as wholes 
and pays no attention to their parts. For instance, when a man is attracted 
to a woman, and a woman is attracted to a man, they are attracted by the 
particular parts of the body such as the teeth, lips, eyes, nose, or by 
some special features in them. Such attention increases the passion 
for each other. The faults which it entails are to be abandoned. Attention 
should be directed to the impure aspects of the body such as the hair, 
flesh, blood, bones, sinews, etc. By this means the attraction of passion 
is destroyed. Thus everything presents a twofold aspect, good and bad. 
It should be regarded as bad. Food mixed with poison is considered 
as poison. 

Topic 56 : Relation of the Whole and Paris : Sutras 4-'. 

There can be no doubt about the existence of the whole over and above 
the parts (see 11. 5. 33 et seep) To this the following objections are urged : 

(1) Each single part cannot exist in the entire whole owing to the difference 
of their size and as that would entail the exclusion of the other parts. 

(2) It cannot occupy a portion of the whole because the whole as 
conceived has no such portions. (3) The whole cannot reside in each 
single part as their sizes are different and as that would entail that a subs¬ 
tance is constituted by a single component. (4) It cannot reside in a 
portion of a part because parts have no portions. (5) It is not known to 



( 293 ) 

■exist away from the parts. (6) It cannot be an attribute of the parts for 
the reasons stated before. 

To this the reply is : The doubt is not justified ; for the whole being a 
single entity, the'distinction of entire and parts is inapplicable to it. When it 
is said that the whole resides in the parts what is meant is that the whole 
covers the parts, i. e. it makes possible for the parts to combine to form a single 
entity. So that parts may have independent existence, but there can be no 
whole unless there were parts. Therefore in the case of a person who seeks 
the supreme good what is prohibited is the conceit which regards objects as 
wholes, and not that the existence of wholes is denied. Just as false notions 
in respect of colour, etc. is prohibited, and not that colour, etc. are denied. 

Again, single atoms are not perceptible. They cannot be therefore 
perceptible in mass. Yet bodies constituted by atoms are perceptible. 
What makes them perceptible is the existence of wholes over and above 
the parts. The something perceptible in the collocation of atoms is the 
whole. To say that there is no perception of the whole in the parts is 
suicidal; for in the last analysis only the atoms are lea and they are not 
object of perception ; so that the required object of perception, c. parts, 
is reduced to something imperceptible. On the other hand, the argument 
cannot be pushed to the extreme conclusion denying the total existence 
of all things. For atoms cannot be so negated. They are the least 
indivisible parts of bodies. 

Topic 57 : The Partless : Sutras 18-25. 

Nothing exists, rejoins the pessimist ; the wholes are reduced to 
partless atoms, but partless eternal atoms are an impossibility, because 
the ether must pervade them both inside ahd outside in which case they 
cannot be partless, or, if the ether does not so pervade them, then the ether 
cannot be all-pervading as is claimed for it. To this the reply is that the 
terms inside and outside can be applied only to a body composed of parts 
and are inapplicable to the atoms themselves which are partless. As 
regards the ether it cannot but be all-pervading. For nothing ponderable 
or corporeal exists which is not in conjunction with the ether. A sound 
produced spreads over the ether. Conjunctions with minds, atoms, and 
their effects also spread over the ether., The characteristics of the ether 
are that it is nowhere parted and re-united like water by a passing boat, 
and that nowhere does it offer resistance to moving bodies. This shows 
that it is partless and intangible. 

Then an atom cannot be a product ; for if it is a product its con¬ 
stituents must be more minute and in that case it will not be an atom. 
As partless it is eternal. A product is non-eternal, not because of the 
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pervasion of the ether but because of the disintegration of the parts. The 
pessimist rejoins that the atoms cannot be partless, for the reason that 
they possess a definite shape (spherical) and also enter into conjunctions 
among themselves. The objection to this rejoinder is that it will lead to 
infinite regression which is illogical, and will also eliminate gravity and 
diversity of dimensions and entail equality of dimension between the whole 
and the part as a consequence of infinity of parts in each part and part of 
a part. 

Topic 58 : External objects are not transient: Sutras 26-37. 

(The Buddhist addresses the Naiyayika thus : ) You defend the 
existence of external objects on the ground of our cognitions of those 
objects. But they are false cognitions. .For instance, .the cognition of a 
piece of cloth is a figment of the imagination. Because when a cloth is 
dissected only the yarns are lea, and no cloth is found. Similarly in all 
cases. (The Naiyayika replies :) This argument involves a self-contradiction. 
If an analysis of things by reason is possible then the non-cognition of the 
real nature of the things is impossible. The product is not perceived sepa¬ 
rately from its causes because it subsists in them. Where the causes are 
imperceptible analysis of their products by reason surely causes their distinct 
apprehension ; as in the case of the atoms. Moreover, analysis by reason is 
the same as cognition by means of the pramanas. The pramauas establish 
the existence of external objects. On the other hand, there can be no proof 
of the proposition that all is non-existent. For if there is any proof then "all" 
which includes proof is not non-existence. If there is no proof the proposition 
is not established. It cannot be said that there is no existence, but only 
a conceit, of pramanas and prameyas as in the case of objects seen in a 
dream, hallucination, mirage, etc. For there is no reason to support the 
supposition. In the first place, there is no reason to believe that objects 
seen in a dream are unreal. On the contrary, there are reasons to show 
that they are real. Diversity of dream cognitions must be due to different 
causes. In the second place, if it is said that dream cognitions are unreal 
because they disappear on waking then it is- admitted that apprehension and 
non-apprehension are respectively the marks of inference of the existence 
of things existent and non-existent. - Objects of dream are no more unreal 
than objects of recollection and imagination. All these objects are based 
on reality previously apprehended. Aaer waking, by comparison with 
waking cognitions, dreams are found to be unreal. So that the experiences of 
the waking consciousness form the real basis of dream cognitions. 

Thus there are objects and wrong cognitions of objects. Wrong cogni¬ 
tions of obje cts are destroyed, through true knowledge as the conceit of the 



( 300 ) 


cognition of objects in- dreams disappears on waking. Similarly the sun's 
rays opposed by the radiation of heat from the earth quiver and are mistaken 
for water. On nearer view the wrong cognition is removed. So every¬ 
where what is destroyed is the wrong cognition, and not the object. No 
man has ever at any place a wrong cognition which is not without a real 
cause. Moreover, there is a duality of cognition in each of the cases cited : 
the magician, the waking man and the man near by know the phenomena of 
the magic, dream and mirage as unreal, while the spectators, the sleeping 
man and the man at a distance know them as real. These diverse cogni¬ 
tions could not be possible if all things were non-existent. 

(As to the Nihilist) : wrong cognition itself cannot be negated ; for its 
cause and its existence are apprehended. Every man is aware of 
wrong cognition and of its cause. Wrong cognition therefore has existence. 
Wrong cognition embraces a twofold object, reality and appearance, e. g. 
the pillar and man, where a pillar is mistaken for a man. It arises from 
the perception of the common attributes of two similar things. Where, 
on the other hand, all objects are of a uniform character devoid of name 
and reality (as with the opponent), there can be no possibility of wrong 
cognition. In the case of smell and other prameyas, the cognitions of which 
are said to be wrong, the cognitions are certainly true cognitions, because 
they do not embrace the duality of reality and appearance. Therefore it is 
unreasonable to hold that the cognitions of pramdnas and prameyas are 
wrong. 

Topic59 : Development of True Knoidedge : Sutras 38-49. 

When the mind is withdrawn from the senses and is held steadfast by 
the retentive effort, its conjunction with the soul takes place (as in the state 
of deep sleep). When this conjunction of the mind with the soul is asso¬ 
ciated with the desire to know the truth (which is not the case in deep sleep), 
cognitions in respect of the objects of the senses are not produced. From 
the habitual cultivation of this state does cognition of truth arise. There 
are objects however which by their intensity or by their nature force them¬ 
selves upon consciousness even in this state of the mind ; e. g. thunderclap, 
hunger, thirst, heat, cold, diseases, etc. Nevertheless the habit of Yoga or 
concentration or communion is possible as the result of excellence of virtue 
or merit which is the cause of true knowledge, accumulated by practice 
preformed in previous lives. For the purpose of avoiding distractions ins¬ 
truction has been given for the practice of Yoga in forests, caves and 
river beds. The virtue born of the practice of Yoga accompanies a man 
even in .another life. In the fullness of its accumulation as the cause of 
true knowledge, and there being the Contemplation of Samddhi or the repose 



( 301 ) 


of the mind in the soul, true knowledge is produced. Even in ordinary 
affairs a man is heard to say : "I did not see, my mind was elsewhere." 

In the state of release objects, however intense, cannot force them¬ 
selves on the soul. For they can produce cognitions only through con¬ 
junction with the senses. And the necessary'condition of the production of 
cognitions is the body brought into existence under the influence of past 
acts, as the seat of effort, senses and objects. Release is the non-existence, 
through the non-existence of merit and demerit, of the body and, senses as 
the seat of the condition of the production of cognitions. It follows there¬ 
fore that release is deliverance from all pain. Because in the state of release 
the seed of all pain, the vehicle of all pain, is destroyed. 

For the attainment of release reclamation of the soul is to be accomplished 
by means of Yama and Niyama and of the practices enjoined by the rules 
of self-culture. Yama (non-violence, veracity, non-covetousness, study and non¬ 
accumulation of wealth) is enjoined for all men. Niyama (cleanliness of body 
and mind, contentment, penance, sacred study and contemplation of God) is 
enjoined for special classes. Reclamation of the soul means decrease of 
demerit and increase of merit. Rules of self-culture are to be known from the 
treatises on Yoga. The practices therein taught are Tapas (penance), Prana- 
yama (control of breath), Pratyahara (withdrawal of the mind), Dhyana 
(contemplation) and Dharana (fixity of contemplation). The practice of 
meditation in respect of the objects of the senses is for the sake of the 
destruction of attraction and aversion. The means is the adoption of the 
conduct of the Yogins. 

The other means are the study and practice of the science of the 
soul, i. c. Anviksiki, the spiritual science. Practice consists in constant 
study, hearing and judging. For the maturity of the wisdom so acquired, 
in the form of removal of doubt and awakening to unknown objects, in 
other words, for the confirmation of what has been ascertained by oneself 
as the truth, converse should be held with those who are versed in the lore, 
whether they be disciples, preceptors, or fellow students, who are eager to 
attain the supreme good, provided they are not jealous. If it is considered 
that the advancement of a counter-thesis to the thesis propounded by them 
may not be welcome to them, attempt need not be made to establish one's 
own thesis. One should merely express the desire to know the truth and be 
willing to receive wisdom. In this way one should engage in converse with 
them and correcst one's own view as well as the conflicting views of ex¬ 
treme thinkers. 

Topic 60 : Maintenance of True Knowledge : Sutras 50-60. 

Fike the cover of thorns for the safety of the sprouting seed, sophism 
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and Cavil may be employed for the safety of the search for the truth, by 
those who are not yet free from faults and who have not yet attained true 
knowledge, against those who launch an attack out of zeal for their own 
views. And a counter-attack may be made upon those who offer insult from 
pride of learning, for their subjugation and not out of the desire to know 

the truth. This permission is only tor the sake of maintaining the knowledge 
acquired and not for the sake of gain, worship or reputation. 

Book V. Chapter I. 

Topic 61. Examination of Jatis by resemblance and difference; Sfltras 1— 3. 

JMis are reasons urged in opposition to the reason advanced in support 
of a demonstration. They are of twenty-four kinds. They do not succeed 
in refuting the opposition. Their common function is to equate or to reduce 
the opponent's reason to the same class with themselves. This they do 
in twenty-four different ways and from these they derive their respective 
definitions. Thus, (i) to oppose resemblance to resemblance as the reason : 
The soul possesses action, because it possesses volition or adrista (merit and 
demerit) which is the cause of action, in the same way as does a pebble 
possess action as it is shot from a catapult which is a cause of action. 
This demonstration by means of resemblance is opposed by the following 
equally based on resemblance. The soul does not possess action, because 
it is all-pervading, in the same way as the sky, being all-pervading, does 
not possess action, And no special reason exists to determine the validity 
of the one as against the other conclusion. In the absence of such a reason 
the opposition counteracts the demonstration. (2) To oppose difference 
to (a) resemblance and (b) difference : (a) The pebble shot from a catapult 
is finite but the soul is not finite, therefore the soul does not possess action 
like the pebble, (b) The sky is inactive because it does not possess the 
cause of activity ; but the soul possess the cause of activity, therefore it is 
not inactive. The reply to these antinomies of reason is that the thesis or 
the counter-thesis is established in the same way as a particular animal is 
established to be a cow through its possession of cowness. Antinomies 
arise where the demonstration is based on mere resemblance or mere 
difference, and not on the possession of a distinctive attribute or character. 
An animal is established as a cow, not merely through its resemblance to 
another animal possessing dewlap, etc., but through such resemblance and 
the possession of the particular or distinctive genus, viz., cowness. Similarly 
mere dissimilarity to a horse does not establish a cow, but dissimilarity 
of characteristic attribute. Antinomies arise from fallacies of reason. 

Topic 6z: Six Jatis relative to the Sadhya and Dristanta : Satras 4-6. 

These arise from confusion of the diverse attributes of the sadhya 
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(the thing to be established) and the dristanta (example), (i) If the soul 
is active like a pebble, it is also touchable like the pebble, on the other 
hand, if it is not touchable, it cannot be active. (2) The pebble which is 
active is not all-pervading; therefore the soul which is active like the 
pebble, must also be not all-pervading. (3) The activity of the pebble is 
certain, therefore the activity of the soul is equally certain. (4) The 
activity of the soul is uncertain, being yet to be demonstrated, therefore the 
activity of the pebble is equally uncertain. (5) Objects possessing the 
cause of action are some heavy, e. g., the pebble, and some light, e. g. air ; 
therefore objects possessing the cause of action are some active, e.g., the 
pebble and some inactive, e. g., the soul. (6) If, as is the pebble so is the 
soul, then as is the soul so is also the pebble. 

The reply to the above is that what is established cannot be repu¬ 
diated and that comparison through resemblance in parts is established as 
in the case : as the cow so the bos gavceus, where their difference in many 
respects is no reason against the inference. Similarly where the inferential 
attribute is found in the dristanta in universal relation with the attribute 
to be established, the difference between the sadhya and the dristanta in 
other respects cannot hinder the inference. As regards the assumption of 
uncertainty in the dristanta and certainty in the sadhya, (3), (4) and (6) 
above, no such confusion is possible, because a dristanta for the purpose 
of demonstration is that object in respect of which there is unanimity of 
opinion amongst men both trained and untrained. 

Topic 63. Extension or Non-extension of the Hetu to the Sadhya. 
Sutras 7—s 

The opposition to the demonstration takes this form : The inferential 
mark and the attribute to be established either co-exist or do not co-exist 
in the sadhya or subject. If they co-exist then nothing else remains to be 
demonstrated. If they do not co-exist, then there can be no demonstration ; 
for a lamp cannot illumine an object with which it does not co-exist in the 
same place. To this the reply is that the co-existence or non-co-existence 
of the two attributes is not a material factor in the production of an effect. 
For it is seen that a pot is produced when the agent, instruments and the 
ground come into contact with the Lump of clay, while suffering may be 
caused to a man by means of supernatural powers directed from a distance. 

Topic 6j. Regression and Counter-example : Sutras 9—11. 

The opposition is to the effect that the example itself requires demons¬ 
tration and that an equally suggestive counter-example exists. To this 
the reply is : (i) Those who wish to see, bring a lamp for the illumination of 
the object to be seen, while the lamp itself is seen without another lamp. 
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Similarly an example is an already known object and serves the purpose 
of making known what is yet unknown. It is useless to establish its cause. 
(2) If the counter-example can cause an inference why not an example ? 
The absence of any special character is common to both. 

Topic 65, Non-production : Stitras 12 —13. 

The opposition is to the effect that sound, e. g., is said to be non¬ 
eternal because it comes aaer effort, but that prior to its production when 
sound is not produced the character of coming aaer effort which is the 
cause of non-eternality, does not exist, and that therefore sound is eternal 
and cannot be produced. To this the reply is that when sound becomes 
sound it is produced and in being produced comes aaer effort and that 
thus the cause of its non-eternality is obtained. 

Topic 66. Doubt: Sutras 14—75. 

The opposition is to the effect that there is resemblance of sound, e. g. 
to the eternal, namely potness, both being cognisable by the senses, and 
also to the non-eternal, namely pot, the character of coining aaer an effort 
appertaining to both, and that therefore it is doubtful whether sound be 
eternal or non-eternal. To this the reply is that where doubt arises from the, 
cognition of resemblance without the cognition of difference the doubt ceases 
on the cognition of difference, e.g., the cognition of coming aaer effort; 
that where doubt arises from the cognition of both resemblance and difference 
the doubt can never cease ; and that mere resemblance can never be an 
eternal source uf doubt. 

Topic 61: Prakarana ( Topic): Sutras : 16—11, 

Here the opposition moves within the topic and does not advance any 
outride reason for or against the thesis or counterthesis which constitutes 
the topic. Thus, sound is non-eternal because it comes aaer effort, like a 
pot; and sound is eternal because it resembles potness which is eternal, 
both being perceptible to the senses. It is required to determine which of 
these two views represents the truth. To say that sound resembles the 
non-eternal because it comes aaer effort is futile. It leaves the counter¬ 
thesis unimpared. For both proceed upon resemblance. The truth is that 
the thesis and counter-thesis arise not from resemblance but from absence of 
true knowledge. As soon as truth is determined the topic comes to an end. 

Topic 68: Hetu (Reason, Mark): Sutras : 18 —20. 

The opposition is to the effect that the Mark is no Mark, because, if it 
exists before or aaer the sadhya (subject), it can have no operation, and 
if it exists along with the sadhya there is no knowing which is the sadhya 
and which the Mark. To this the reply is that the same argument would 
apply to the opponent's denial of the Mark. The truth is that it is a matter 
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of common experience that the production of what is to be produced and 
the knowledge of what is to be known do follow from causes. The opposi¬ 
tion based on the points of time is futile. 

Mtesffi ei s : : #=&. 

The opposition is that the argument that sound is non-eternal by reason 
of its resemblance to non-eternal objects, namely in coming aaer effort, 
implies that sound is eternal by reason of its resemblance to eternal objects, 
namely in being touchless. To this the reply is that the argument by 
presumption would apply equally against the opponent, that the presumptive 
argument does not determine the truth, and that mere divergence of nature 
is no ground for presumption, e. g., the fact that pebbles which are solid 
fall to the ground, does not imply that water which is liquid does not fall 
to the ground, 

Topic 70 ; Non-difference : Sutras : 23 — 24. 

The opposition is to the effect that if the resemblance of sound and 
the pot in respect of their coming aaer effort leads to their resemblance in 
being non-eternal, then the resemblance of all objects in respect of their 
being existent leads to their resemblance in other respects. To this the 
reply is that the "other respects" should be defined. If the expression 
means non-eternality, then the non-eternality of sound which is the thesis is 
admitted by the opponent. The truth is that existence is the highest genus 
and there is no other common attribute possessed by all existent objects. 
The Vainus'ikas (Nihilists) no doubt maintain that like existence non- 
eternality also is a common attribute of all objects. Their thesis then 
should be: All entities are non-eternal, because they are existent. The 
thesis is so wide that no instance can be found for the demonstration. And 
a Reason or Mark without an instance does not exist. A part of the sadhya 
(all entities) cannot be the instance, because the character of a sAdhya is that 
it is yet to be established. Moreover, if the sadhya is to furnish the instance 
it will furnish instances both eternal and non-eternal whereby the object of 
the nihilist will be defeated. 

Topic 11 : Demonstration : Sutras : 25-26. 

The opposition is to the effect that as in the case of sound, e. g., the cause 
uf its non-eternality is demonstrable, so is also the cause of its eternality, 
vis. absence of touch. To this the reply is that if the opposition is valid the 
non-eternality of sound is admitted, and that if the argument is not valid 
the opposition also falls to the ground. 

Topic 72 : Cognition : Sutras : 27-28. 

The opposition is that the cognition of sound does not depend only 
on the cause which is specified, viz, its coming aaer effort, but that there is 
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cognition of sound also when the branches of trees are broken by high winds 
(without the effort of man), To this the reply is " coming aaer effort " is the 
statement of a cause and not of the cause of sound, and that as to be a 
product is the mark of non-eternality, the opposition does not rebut the 
demonstration. The existence of sound bears no analogy to the existence of 
underground water, for example. The latter exists but is not perceived 
because of some obstruction. But no such obstruction to perception exists 
in the case of sound. Therefore it cannot be said to exist unperceived. 
Hence sound is not an instance of the manifestation of an existent object but 
of the production of a non-existent object. 

Topic 73 : Non-cognition : Sutras 29-37. 

The opposition is to the effect that in the case of sound the non¬ 
cognition of the obstruction to its perception is itself as such incapable of 
cognition, and that the non-cognition of its non-cognition proves the existence 
of such obstruction, and that therefore it does not follow that obstructions 
do not prevent the cognition of sound (prior to its manifestation). In other 
words, non-cognition which is urged against the existence of obstruction 
equally applies to the non-cognition of obstruction. 

To this the reply is that cognition is of the nature of apprehension, 
while non-cognition is of the nature of non-apprehension, and that the object 
of cognition is something that exists, while the object of non-cognition is 
something that does not exist. Therefore when cognition does not appre¬ 
hend, come into contact with, any obstruction in the case of sound it 
follws that such obstruction does not exist. Cognition or non-cognition is 
not its own object ; the object is something different. Otherwise non-cogni¬ 
tion will destroy itself ; and leave obstruction and it cognition unaffected. 
Moreover, every body is aware of diverse forms of cognition within himself. 
So that a man becomes aware of the non-cognition of obstruction to the 
preception of sound in the same way as when he feels that his doubt remains 
or that his doubt is removed. 

Topic 74 : Non-eternal: Sutras : 32 -34. 

The opposition is that as sound is said to be non-eternal by reason of 
its resemblance to a pot, so for the same reason all entities would be non¬ 
eternal. To this the reply is that the opposition destroys itself, because if 
all entities are to bs non-eternal owing to their resemblance to a pot, then 
the opposition will be equally futile as the thesis which it seeks to refute 
(i. e. non-etenality of sound), owing to its resemblance to the thesis in being 
presented in the form of an argument of five members. Moreover, mere 
difference does not constitute the inferential mark. The mark of inference 
is that particular form of resemblance or difference which is universally 
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known to be the means of the establishment of the proposed attribute in 
the sadhya. 

Topic 75 : the Eternal : Satras : 35-36. 

The opposition is that the non-eternality of sound is itself either eternal 
or non-eternal and that in the former case sound also must be eternal and that 
in the latter case the supposed non-eternality of sound will some time cease 
and sound will be eternal. To this the reply is that the allegation that the 
non-eternality of sound is eternal is an admission of its non-eternality which 
is sought to be opposed. Moreover, by the non-eternality of sound is 
meant that sound which has been produced, ceases to exist aaer destruc¬ 
tion, and not that non-eternality is a positive quality inhereing in sound. 
In such a case of non-existence due to destruction as the non-eternality of 
sound the question does not arise as to whether the non-eternality is eternal 
or non-eternal. Eternality and non-eternality again are contradictory 
attributes and cannot be predicated together of the same thing at the 
same time. 

Topic 16 : the Effect: Satras : 37-38. 

The opposition is to the effect that the reason, "coming aaer effort", 
does not necessarily infer the production of something which had no 
existence before, e. g. a pot, but that it may also infer the effect as manifesta¬ 
tion by the removal of obstruction, so that sound, though an effect, being 
manifested, may yet be eternal. To this the reply is that where manifes¬ 
tation is effected by the removal of obstruction the obstruction is known, but 
that in the case of sound there is cognition of no such obstruction the 
removal of which by effort causes its manifestation. It follows that sound is 
non-eternal. 

Topic 77 : Futile Controversy of Six Steps : Satras : 39-43. 

(Where the opposition employs a futile reason and the speaker meets it 
with a proper reply the controversy ends in the determination of the truth 
as shown in the Sutras 1 to 38. But where the speaker also employs a 
futile reason to meet a futile reason the controversy drias into six steps and 
ends in confusion). The six steps have been exhibited in the text. 

Book V : Chapter ii. 

Topic 78 : Errors of the Proposition and the Mark : Sutras : 1-6. 

• They are five in number : 

(1) Admission of the attribute of the counter-example in one's own 
example which is the means of the establishment of one's proposition. 

(2) Substitution for one's own proposition a different proposition 
suggested by the reason put forward by the opponent. 

(3) Contradiction between the proposition and the reason. 
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(4) Abandonment of the proposition on opposition. 

For examples of the above see pages 208-210. 

(5) Qualification of the Mark, on opposition. E. g. : The speaker 
sets out with the proposition that all manifested objects must nave a 
common origin, and advances the reason that magnitude is their common 
attribute. The opponent urges chat magnitude is seen in things not having 
the same origin as well as in things having the same origin. Upon this the 
speaker qualifies his reason and re-states it as that all manifested things, 
while endowed with the same nature of causing pleasure, pain and delusion, 
possess magnitude. He thus changes the reason and admits that the reason 
previously advanced was not sufficient to establish the proposition. And as 
regards the reason subsequently put forward, it fails of its purpose in the 
absence of an Example; for an Example must be of a different class and 
his own reason, all things etc., precludes the possibility of any such example 
being found ; while, if it is found, it must be something having a different 
origin and thereby hurt his proposition. 

Topic 75? : Errors of Failure to Establisti the Proposition : Sutras : 7—10. 

The number of such errors is four : 

(i) Irrelevancy, (2) absence of sense, (3) obscurity, and (4) incoherence, 
For examples see pages 211-213. 

Topic 80 : Errors of Misstatement of one's argument : Sutras : 11—13. 

There are three of such errors : 

(1) Absence of order among the members of the NyAya. 

(2) Absence of one or more of the members of the Nyaya. 

(3) Redundancy of Reasons or Examples. 

For examples see pages 213-214. 

Topic 81 : Error of Repetition : Sutras : 14—15. 

Repetition should be distinguished from re-inculcation (see II. i. 65). 
Repetition also includes express mention of what appears clear by impli¬ 
cation. For examples see page 215. 

Topic 82 : Errors of Non-reply : Sutras : 16 — 19. 

Their number is four : 

(1) Failure to re-state the counter-thesis, so as to demolish it. 

(2) Ignorance of the meaning of the counter-thesis, which cannot there¬ 
fore be demolished. 

(3) Want of ready wit, which naturally courts defeat. 

(4) Evasion on some pretext. 

Topic 83 : Errors of Weakness and Confusion : Sutras : 20 —22. 

They are: 

(1) Admission of the opponent's view and turning it against him. 

(2) Overlooking the censurable in the opposition. 

(3) Censuring the non-censurable in the opposition. 

Topic 84.: Errors of Inconsistency and Fallacies of Reason : Sutras : 23 — 24. 

These are: 

(1) Deviation from tenet, i. e., random discourse at variance with the 
subject proposed. For example see the text. 

(2) Fallacies of reason are, as described, grounds of defeat, and not 
on any other account. By their very nature they furnish occasions for 
rebuke. 
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^WRrTtoto^; IK- <P***1TWWW<HT- 

^siTfto^: *%- torflT^TT: ... i 2 4 21 

?T55l%fgF?T: i 1 29 12 j ^TO^ qWcTT^lfT- 

H*TRSl?RTftoiT 3Ttf?r: ii 2 69 79 

' ervjtototort anmr- 

. j rJF^- 

. ii 1 1 29 ^TJfnCTR^T^to- 

HRT to4 ; vto hq ^f4 q r! T- H^tosft ii i 62 76 


sq^remaj ftontot- 
ftowtoRT i 1 23 10 


ii 1 62 76 

totopcTTfto^KT: *T^T- 

ii 2 16 61 
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APPENDIX E. 


Word Index to the Nyaya Sutras. 


srm iv. 2 . 20 . 

iii. 2. 72. 

iii. 2. 38. 

iv. 1 27. 

ii- 1. 42., iii. 2. 6. 
WTgTnr^iii. 1. 71., iii. 2. 4. 
srarnf V. 2. 1., v. 2. 17. 

ii. 2, 24., iii. 1.33., iii. 2. 
59., iii. 2. 71., iv. 1. 66., iv. 
2. 16. 

^MIHji. 1. 36. 

SPTST^ ii. 2. 62. 

i. 1. 22., ii. 1. 5., ii. 1. 6„ 

ii. 1. 44., v. 1. 15. 

ii. 1. 5., v. 1.15. 

i. 2. 9. 

v. 1. 6. 
srf?rcrc iii. 2. 41. 

*r fa* = nfllrq i 2. 13. 

i. 2. 13. 

ii. 1. 41., iv. 1. 16. 

1. 36., ii. 2. 51. 
ii. 2. 44. 

*TOi. 1. 5, 


3T 

| iii. 1. 24. 

1 iv. 1. 62. 

sn??plrSCTr!j'. 1. 8. 

H. 1. 50. 

3P-:itf iii. 2. 41. * 

Sffa* v, 2. 1., v. 2. 13. 

i. 1. 26., i. 1. 27., i, 1 
30. 

i. t. 24. 

SlfatKT: i. 1. 28. 

3lfaTOT: i. 1. 1. 

SffagR iii. 1. 60. 

iv. 2.50. 

s^sp=rTqrT?i; ii. t. i. p ii. 1 . 2 ., ii. 
1 . 6 . 

, «ni«rrru iv. 2. 46. 

I 9T«TrrJrq[ v. 1. 31. 

! S'sppnn ii. 2. 28. 

iv. 2. 14. 

3FT«raT ii. 2. 32. 

SM^fSnrTji. 2. 31. 

WJTgffTW v. 2. 1. 

3R<T^*T: ii. 2. 35. 

. iii. 2. 22,, v. 1. 9. 

1 ^4f^vfa<r iii. 1. 42. 



( 328 ) 


V. 1. 15. 

i. 1. 15. 

wnsnrt i. l. 15. 

?rc*iT«mr ii. 2 . 4. 

9PITO& ii. 1. 24. 

5 T JH*>7 T iv. 2. 25. 

SRTORT^ii. 2. 50., ii. 2. 61. 
S PTTOTfo iii. 2. 42. 
^W TO l' Pfr^ l ^ iii. 2. 43. 

WT TO T faf fr ii. 2. 52. 

SW*?;fafa: iv. 2. 48. 

3RT»mT: ii. 1. 41., iv. 1.16. 
nfWZ: v. 2. 21. 

v. 2. 22- 

3rfiT*T v. 1- 1 , v* 1. 15. 

^rffT^T iv. 1. 25. 

ST foriM iii. 2. 25., v. 1. 32- 
srf^lTST iv. t. 27., iv. 1. 65. 
STfarERTT iv. 1 26. 
g ferem ii. 2. 23 

v. 1. 35 , v. 1. 3 i 
v. 1. 35., v. 1. 36. 
grfrrii. 2. 50. 

ii. 2. 14., iv. 1. 66. 
v. 1. 32 
srfsrftTrr iv. 1. 23. 

SlfafavSH: iv. 1. 22., iv. 1. 23. 
3Tf^rferm: iv, 1. 23. 

ii. 2. 56. 

3Tf5T*m: ii. 2. 55., iii. 2. 67. 

srfJTTOT^ii. 1. 54-, iii. 2. 30-, iii. 

2. 65., v. 2- ?3' 
srfwfr ii. 2. 55. 

iii. 2. 37. 
s rf^ feT ii, 1. 20. 


5rf^frf': iv, *1. 56. 
gl fa sq fa : iv. 1. 45. 

iv. 1 .12. iv. 1. 17.,iv. 1. 

20 . 

sg^rr^v. 1. 22. 

W^siei^iii. 1. 42. 

91^^: iii. 2. 69. 

9TgfqfrT v. 1. 1. 

OTfTfa: i. 1. 16., iii. 2. 21. 
SNJTTfa ii. 2. 20., iv. 1. 41., iv. 2. 
30. 

SigTTfo: ii. t. 45., iii. 1. 51. iv. 2, 
18. v. 1. 17. 

*gTTrf: ii. 1. 42., ii. 2. 46., iii. 2. 

70., iv. 1. 33., iv. 1. 61. 
iv 2. 6., iv. 2. 11., iv. 2. 25. 
v. 1. 20., v. 1. 24. 

*3^* ii. 2. 21., v. 1. 30. 

ii. 2. 20., v. 1. 29. 

i. 1. 23., ii. 2. 20., v. 1. 
38. 

ggqfr f w g: ii, 2. 36., iii. 1. 36., iii. 

1. 40., iii. 1 65., iii. 2, 14. iv. 

2 . 26. 


iii. 1. 40., iv. 2. 

26. 



v. 

1. .9. 


ii. 

1 . 

49., ii. 1 

. 53.. 

ii. 2. 19.. 

ii. 2. 21., 

ii. 2. 

26., ii. 

2 . 

34., ii. 2. 

35., 

ii. 2. 

37 

, iii. 1. 

41., 

iii. 1. 


64., iii. 

2 . 
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♦ 

17., iii. 2. 19.,’tii. 2. 23. 
v. 1. 29. v. 1. 30. 

iv. l. 14. 

1. 65. 

3Tg«T?«rntiii. l. 18>, iv. l, 5a., iv. 
2. 41. 

yjjJ^'SPrr ii. 2. 69. 

V. 2. 16. 
wgJTTfr i. 1. 3. 

i. 1. 5., ii. 1, 31.. ii. 1. 37' 

ii. 1. 49., ii. 2. 16., iii. 2. 16. 

SljJOTJt ii. 2. 2. 

iii. 1.5!. 

iii. 1. 36. 
ii. 1. 49. 

srg^TTT: v. 2. 1., v. 2. 22. 
wgf%JfT«R^ iv. i. 27. 

ii. 1. 60., ii. 1. 62., ii. 1. 

66 . 

ii. 1. 65., iv. 1. 59. 
v. 2. 14. 

SPto i. 1. 23. ii. 1. 1., iii. 1. 38, 
iv* 1 * 3a. 

1. 37. 
ii. 1. 1. 

%r?9TT *r T: ii. 1.20., iii. 2. 17. 
i. 2. 5. 

9l<rN>rf*a4>cc|P^ ii- 2. 3., ii. 1. 5., v. 
1. 22. 

3T^?r ii. 1. 57. 

*RT: iii. 2. 26. 

SRTC i. 1. 2, i. 2. 16., ii. 2. 39. 

iii. 1. 12, iii. 2- 48., iv. 2. 

12., iv. 2. 20. 


i. 1. 15., V. 2. 1., V. 2. 3, 
v. 2. 6. 

ii. 2. 2, iv. 1. 24. 

iii. 1. 12. 
l. 28. 

ii. 2. 26, iv. 1. 55, 

iii. 1. 45, iii. 1. 46, 

iv. 1. 44. 

v. 2. 12. 

ii. t. i. 
ii. 1.1. 
ii. 2. 28. 

ii, 2, 31. 

iii. 2- 9. 

3J«r?ir ii. 2. 30., V. 1. 38, 

*WT5r iii. 1. 23, v 2. 14. 

i. 1. 30 
ii. 2. 31. 

ii. 2. 9. 

SFST^ii. 2. 31. 

STO iii. I • 63. 

\ 

yrwr v. i.i., v . l. 4. 

iv. 2. 26- 

si*srnrnjJii iii. l. 63. 
yrrRfS: i. 2. 7. i. 2. 9. 
ii. l. 28. 

3T7t5TR^i. 1. 39. 
stwr v. 2. 5. 
gprer q fr q iii. l. 66. 

. ymm iii. 2. lc, 

! i. 1. 31. 

. iv. l. 58. 
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3MWI: i. 1. 2., i. 1. 22., iv. 1. 62. 

i. 1. 9. 

iii. 2. 68 , iv. 2. 43„ iv. 2. 
45. 

snf^CTnT: v. 2. 1. v. 2. 23. 

gtqnn ^ i. l 2. 

3TTTO i. 1. 2. 

*T7nf‘ v. 2. 1. 
mriim v. 2. 10. 

Sift ii. 1. 23., ii. 1. 32., ii. 1. 40., 

ii. 2. 14., ii- 2. 17., ii. 2. 20. 

ii. 2. 3?.. ii. 2, 62., ii- 2. 64-, 

iii. 1. 5. iii. 1. 10., iii. 1. 41. 

111., 1. 48., iii. 2. 10 , iii. 2. 
18 , iii. 2. 20, iv. 1.65., iv. 2. 

6., iv. 2. 12.. iv. 2. 43 , iv. 2- 

49., v. 1, 27., v- 1. 28, v. 1. 

39., v. 2. 9., v. 2. 12., v. 2. 16- 

SPJiT*; ii 2. 47- 
V. 1. 43. 

31^: i. 1. 23., i- 1- 38. 

3WfcH fl^ii. 1. 40., ii. 2. 65. 

: ii. 2. 32. 

3TO$!T ii. 1. 41., ii. 2. 11. 

ii. 1. 6. 

3^pJ3j iv. 2. 28. 

3FIt5*T iii 1. 63. 

ii. 1. 15., ii. 1. 54., ii. 
2. 2., ii. 2. 27., ii. 2. 38.,ii. 

2. 51 , ii 2. 53., ii. 2. 56., 

iii. 1. 3., iii. 1. 11., iii. 1. 

14., iii. 1. 46., iii. 2- 

28., iii. 2, 35., iii. 2. 49., 

iii. 2- 55., iv. 1. 13., iv. 1.18. 


iv. 1. 24., iv. 1. 31., iv. 1. 

51., iv. 1. 36., iv. 1. 66., 

iv., 2. 25., v. 1. 8., v. t. 

15., v. 1. 20 , v. 1. 26., 
smfroremjjii. l. 47. 

SPrfitTfa: i. 2. 19., v. 2. 18. 

V. 2. 1.. V. 2, 18. 

v . 2. 7., v. 2. 10. 
ii. i. 46. 

ii. 1. 46. 
ii 1, 47. 
iii. 2. 7. 
iii. 2. 5. 

SnTrTTSTK iv. 1. 28. 

3TSWTT<!TH; ii. 1. 37., ii. 2. 3. 
snrim: iv. i. 15 . 

iv. 2. 11. 

sratffT: iii. 2. 52. 

! 3nWTJTTr^ ii. 2. 64. 

v. l, !. 

SrSTlfH^jj) V. 1. 7. 

3WTH^n»f v. 2. 1., v. V. 1 1. 

iii. 1. 45.. V. 1. 7. 
srarwr^ ii. 1. 8., ii. l-57., ii. 2 . 5 . 
WtfR ii. 2 l., ii 2. 9., iv. 1. 37., 

iv. 1. 65., v. 1. 29., v. 1. 31. 
SWR: ii. 1. 11., ii. 1. 39., ii. 1. 

40., ii. 1. 53, ii. 2. 31.. 

iv. 1. 58. iv. 2. 7., iv. 2- 
8, iv. 2. 14., iv. 2. 20., iv. 2. 

45., v. 1. 24., v. 1. 36. 

ii. 2 . 7. 

3TWT^g:iii. 1 . 36. 

WTT^T^ii. 2. 53-, iii. 1. 4., iii. 1. 
23, iii. 2. 8, iii. 2. 11., 



( 331 ) 


iv. 1- 14., .iv 1.* 62., iv. 2. 

11., iv. 2. 33-, v. 1. 12. v. 1. 

13., v. 1. 34. 

srert ii. 1. 40., ii. 1. 42., ii. 2, 32, 
iv. 1. 20., iv. 2. 12., v. 1. 27. 


i. 1. 31* 

! gn tgwrret i. 1. 31., v. 1. 43., v. 2. 
20 . 


ii. 2. 12, 

iii. 1 22. 

srfj^TtT^v. 1 8. 

ii. 2. 17. 

Slfawm^i. 2. 12. 

iii. 1. 43. 

SffiWTJT: iii. 2. 9 , iv. 2. 3., iv. 2. 

31., iv. 2. 34. 

grf mrere^ iii. 2 . 9 .. iv. 2 . 31 . 

?rfinrT5rT^iv. 1. 57. 
srfqirR V. 2. 22. 

STfasTitf iii. 2. 45. 

9TfiT5^: ii’ 2. 65‘ 
iii- 1. 43. 
iii- 1.21. 
srfafarf V. 2. 9. 

?rfiTf?rTPT v. 2. 16. 

srfwff^r i. 2. 12. 

SnargST iii 2. ll. p iii. 2. 44. v. 

2 . 2 . 

?TWnj*rRTq; V. 1. 26. 

iii. 2. 72. 

srwrrcr ii. 1. 66.. iii. 2. 41., iv 2. 
47. 

3ftqTO$?Tni.iii. 1, 21. 

srwrra^r ii. 2. 30, 

Sfwmmjii. 1. 67., ii. 2. 29., iv. 
2. 38. 

**39*T*T i. i. 26., i. 1. 27. 


31*3^ i. 2. 6., ii. 1’ 59., v. 1. 42. 
v. 2. 23. 

sngtfaT^iv. 2. 48. 

iv, 1. 6. 

IPX iv. 2. 31. 

WRl: iii- 1. 22. 
m q< ;*re T: iii. 1. 22, 

STgrT^iv. 1. 40. 
gT^TTT rX iii. 2. 6., iii- 2. 33. 

v. 2. 10. 

grgfrm ii. 1. 25. 
wNl'lSlTr^ iii. 2 56. 
iii. 2. 45. 

i. 1, 4.. i. t. 28., i. 1. 4'., i. 2. 

10., i. 2. 14., i. 2. 16., iv. 
2 .29., iv. 2. 39-, v. 2- 3., v, 
2. 5., 

i. 1. 24., i- 1. 40., i- 2. 7., ii 1. 

47., iv. 2. 46, iv. 2. 49., v. 2. 
9. 

srti: i. 1. 20. 

; i. 2. 13. 

ii* 1-61. 

Sf&n: V. 2. 14. 

ii. 1. 64. 
ii. 1. 30. 

i spfeftrenr ii. l. 52. 

; iii. 1. 32. 

i. 2- 13., ii. 1* 49- 
i. 1. 14. 

v. 2. v. 2. 15. 
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( ii. I,'34., iii. 1. 10., iv. 2. 

3 , iv. 2. 7., iv. 2. 8., iv. 2. 10. 


i. 1. 27., i. 2. 12.. i. 2. 

16., ii. 1. 38., iv. 1. 3., iv. 1. 
7 , iv. 1. 24. 

Swfert v. 2. 1., v. 2. 7. 

i. 2. 12. 

2. 16., ii. 1. 38. 
iii. 1. 54. 

grafarSTOTOUlti ii. 2. 6. 
grofcmfSrmirr^ ii. 2. 4. 
gmfafcf ii. 2. 2.. V. i. 1. 
gnifcrfa: ii. 2. 3. 
grarW^T: v. 1. 21' 
gmhfwir: v. 1. 21. 
grofarf': v. 1. 22. 
griSra iii. 2. 41. 
gtf&fc^ iv. 2, 49 
grfnft: iv. 2. 48. 

gW i. 1, 25, i. 1. 40.. i 2. 12. 

iv. 2. 42. 
gr^r^T ii- 2, 8. 

gmfStPTRi ii. 2. 8. 

gr?r%^ ii. 2. io. 

glWST iii. 1. 30. 
i. 1. 41. 

gHTO* i, 1. 1., i- 1. 32., i. 2. 1., 
iii. 1. 10.. iv. 1. 42., iv. 2. 

12., iv, 2. 15., iv. 2. 23., v. 

2 , 11 . 

gr^nsRrat iii. l. 10. 
gja r < rafarr iv. 2. 7. 

grcrTO i. I. 32., iv. 2. 10- 
gl**fa iv. 2. 15. 
gmfafr it. 1. 33. 


gF**T^T v. 2, 12. 

iv. 2. 9- 

I gR^n^iv. 1. 8., iv. 1. 3!. 
gR<!7T v. 1. 1., v. 1. 4. 

gTOW iv. 2. 44, 
gnresrrcrri; iii. 2. 18. 
gnre*IT?l ii. 2. 37., iii. 2. 23. 
gHft*TrT ii, 2. 11. 

grfwnr i. 1. 40., v. 2. 9. 
grftlTT?* v. 2. 9 , v. 2. 17. 

gjfa$N«1rtTe| i. 1. 40. 
grf%frT?TT^‘ v. 2. 1. 
gl^Ml^iii. 1. 48. 

grfror iv 2. 

gfe^r: i. 1. 28, 
g l fafer g i. 2. 8. 
grf^fyig-srr^ v. t. 7. 

grfasta. i. 2. 12., v. 1. 7., v. I 
34. 

gffaitg ii. 1. 45., ii. 1. 68., v. 
1. 23., v. 2. 6. 

grfaJlsrem: v. 1. 23- 

i. 2, is. 

glftitfr i. 2. 17. V. 1. 23. 
glfWr iv. 2. 14. 
grf^iflr iv. 2. 22. 
gTf%?5TT^iv. 2. 7. 

gf^TT: iv, 2. 8., iv. 2. 9., iv. 2. 

j 12 ‘ 

; gpjfatOT^ ii 2. 49., iii. 1. 53. 
iii. 1. 53., iii. 1. 59. 
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i. 1.4. 

WGft&lK'- ii. 2. 15, ii 2. 17. 
SfPrfa'mft i. 1. 4. 

ii. i. 2 , ii 1. 4. 
StsmTPJPJT: ii. 1. 4. 

?lo7^f^lTrWfjT ii, 1. 4. 

iv. 2. 22. 
ii. 2. 34. 
iv. 1. 49. 

ii. 2. 9. 
iv. 1, 47. 
srcnm ii. 1. 21. 

SKfrjrT i. 2- 13. 

ST^TT: ii. 1.6, iv. 2. 5. 
ii. 2. 32. 

sns’TjferT?* ii. 2. 22., ii. 2. 38. 
v. 1.7. 

3Tfarf^: ii. 1. 41., ii. 1. 44., iv. 

1. 41., iv. 2 33, v. 1. 19., 

v. 1. 3 5. 

ii- 1- S-> ii-1- 12., ii. 1. 34. 
ii. 2. 7 , ii. 2. 11., v, 1. 18, v. 

1. 33. 

ii- 1- 29., ii- 2. 10., ii. 2. 21., 
ii. 2. 26., ii. 2. 42, ii. 2. 
48-, iii. 1. 10., iii. 1- 35- iii. 

2. 3., iii. 2. 10., iii- 2. 27., 

iv. 1. 5., iv. 1. 21., iv. 1. 

43., iv. 1. 50., iv, 2- 12, 
iv. 2. 27., v. 1. 11., v, 1. 30.‘ 

Sl fr g g w : V. 1. 18. 
i v . 2. i. 

3TT. 

31T4WU ii. 1. 35. 


j 317<K5*l^riiff^ iv. 1. 19. 

I iii. 1. 63. 

i iii. 2. 1., iv. 2. 18., iv. 2. 

19., iv. 2. 22. 

srrerrem i. 1.13. 

3ir*rat»5 ii. l. 23. 

; ii. 2. 59., ii. 2. 64., ii. 2. 

65., ii. 2. 66. 

3TTi;%: ii. 2, 63, ii. 2. 68- 
; SlTmsj ii. 1. 15. 

! 3TRJT i. 1-9-, iii. 2. 31., iv. 1. 10. 
i SITrJFE v. 1- 30. 

! 3TT Tt&l i. 1. 4. 
i 37frH»piT iii. 1. 14. 

iii. 2- 20. 

3TT?JTfa ii. 1. 4.. iv. 1. 60- 
i 3lTf7Tm iii. 2. 40. 

STrJTJT: i. 1- 10-, ii- 1- 24. 
smwRrqfcr Hi- M5. 

Snr - ITTpi^T: ii. 1, 22. 

3nfJTO^T^Tr^ iii. 1. 3. 

I iv. 2. 46. 

j 3mm iv. l. 51. 

' 3TT^ iii. 1. 50. 

i 

! 3rrf\ i. 1. 14., ii. 2. 18-, iii. 1. 58., 

iv. 1- 22-, iv. 1. 52. 

! iii. 1. 48. 

| STTfcmsTT^ii- 2. 13. 

j 3IT^5 iii- 2- 51., iii- 2. 52-, iv.2. 42. 
smflm ii. 1- S-, iii- 2, 47., iii. 2. 54., 
iii. 2. 55. 

WT^*Tii. 2. 40. 
smiS iii- 2. 35. 

STTfa'mfrar ii- 2. 62, 
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3TT*F?T*tf iii. 2. 41. 

WTT: i. 1.. 13. 
wrofa ii. 2. 1. 

: ii. 2. 48. 
y T7 «W v, 2. 15- 
?TT^^r^IFT, iv. 1. 39 
STF* i- 1- 7., ii. 1. 52-, ii. 1 68. 
iv. 2-15- 

smranmpn^ ii. 1 68. 

ii. 1 - 68. 

SITTtf i. 1. 17', iii- 2- 34-, iii. 2- 
36.. 

y ratqr it. 2. 19-, ii. 2- 20., 

STl^rf: ii. 2- 47. 

SIT^f iii- 2. 29-, iii- 2. 58- 
Sinrr iii. 2. 41., iv. 1. 50- 
SITOg: i. 1. 11. 

SJTSTOrm^iv, 1, 51., iv. 2. 28. 
SJTfim iii. 2- 43. 

STW v. 2. 15. 

SfTfn^r iii. 2. 64. 

3JTSTT iii. 1. 21. 

? 

r^T: v. 2. 6. 

i- 1. 10-, iii. 2. 3.4, iii. 2. 35., 

iii. 2. 41., 

iv. 1. 6. 
t<K<9 m. 1. 7. 

tfrfcrtii. 1.41., ii. 2- 32., iii. I- 
49., iii. 1. 73., iii-2. 54., iv. 1. 
37. 


i. 1 10.,’i- 1. 13., i. 1- 15-. i. 1. 

17., i. 1. 21. i. 1. 38., i. 2. 

11., ii. 1. 36., ii. 1. 48., ii. 
1. 64-, ii. 2. 9-, ii. 2> 17., ii. 2. 
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Abhava ... 32 144 

Abode ... 13 

Abode of particular qualities 78 

Absence 138, 171 

Absence of link ... 109 

Absence of perception ... 63 

Absolute rule ... 109 

Abstinence .... 172 

Absurd ... 108 

Absurdities ... 112 

Absurdity ... 17 

Acceptance ... 12 

Act ... 11, 51 

Action 6, 8, 43, 52, 63, 105, 121 
Activities ... 152 

Activity 2,6,8,9,118,133,155 

Act of knowledge ... 146 

Acts 138, 139 

Acuteness ... 161 

Acuteness or dullness of ap 
prehension ... 161 

Admission of an opinion 204, 207, 217 
Adultery ... 8 

Advantage ... 52 

Affection 2, 9, 121 , 133, 156 

Affirmative -..15, 16 

Affirmative application ... 16 

Affirmative example ... 15 

Affix ... 75 

Agama ... 3 

Agent of knowledge ... 146 


Page. 


Aggregates 

143 

Ait- 

12, 100 

Airy 

... 89 

Aitihya 

3 

Akritabhyagama 

... 135 

All-pervading 

26, 90, 164 

Alteration 

... 51 

Alteration of time 

... 51 

■ Alternating character 

... 177 

Alternative 

24 

Analogy 23, 140, 148, 150 

Annihilation 

...2, 161 

Ant hill 

... 109 

Antecedent 

59, 156 

Anumana 

3 

Apavarga 

155 

A posteriori 

... 4, 45 

Apparently 

100 

Apparent modification 

75 

Appearance 

169 

Appearances 

144 

Appearance of difference 

108 

Application 

... 13, 16 

Apprehension 7, 91, 122, 158, 161 

A priori 

4 

A priori inference 

45 

Approach 

87 

Aprapta-kala 

23 

Arbitrariness 

116 

Arbuda 

129 

Argument 60, 64, 

66, 182, 186 

Argumentation 

... i 
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Arguments 

27,84, 120, 158 

'Balancing the counter-exam¬ 



Arrogance 

... 154 

ple 

174, 

184 

Arthapatti 

3 

Balancing the controversy 

174, 

189 

Artificial 

... 60, 62 

[ Balancing the demonstration 174, 

195 

Ary a 

5 

Balancing the doubt 

174, 

188 

Arya Dei a 

143. 149 

Balancing the effect 

174, 

201 

Ary as 

50 

Balancing the eternal 


200 

Ascertainment 

... 1, 18 

| Balancing the eternality 


174 

Adhaka 

55 

I Balancing the heterogeneity 

174, 

175 

Asleep 

... 154 

Balancing the homogeneity 

174, 

175 

Assumption 

24 

Balancing the infinite re¬ 



Assent 

... 109 

gression 

174, 

184 

Assertion 

5 

Balancing the mutual 



Association 

77, 152 

l absence 

174, 

182 

Association of troubles ... 154 

Balancing the non-difference 

174, 

193 

Assumption 

... Ill 

Balancing the non-eternality 174, 

198 

Atom 

63, 128, 132, 156, 162 

Balancing the non-perceptioni74, 

197 

Atomic dimension ... 119 

Balancing the non-produced 174, 

186 

Atomic mind 

112 

Balancing the non-reason 

174, 

190 

Atomic substance ... 8, 39 

Balancing the perception 

174, 

196 

Atoms 

21, 162 

Balancing the presumption 

174, 

192 

Attack 

20 

Balancing the questionable 

174, 

177 

Attainment of supremefelicity 1 

Balancing the reciprocity 

174, 

177 

Attendants 

150 

Balancing the subtraction 

174, 

177 

Attention 

117, 121 

Balancing the unquestionable 174, 

177 

Audience 

31 

Bauddhas 


3 

Auditory 

... 27, 99 

Beginning 


60 

Auditory perception ... 27, 41 

Beginningless 


155 

Augmentation 

75 

; Bhattas 

... 

3 

Authority 

11, 20, 90 

Birth 

2, 9, 

151 

Authors 

54 

Blackness 


156 

Avayava 

... 1 

< 

Blame 

..53, 

153 

Aversion 

3, 6,9, 118, 133 

Blanket 

... 

24 

Awaking 

168 

Block-head 


27 

Awanting 

150 1 

J 

Bodily actions 


. 8 


B 

Body 6, 8, 81, 89, 125, 

126, 

171 

Balancing the 

addition 174, 177 j 

Bone 


82 

Balancing the alternative 174, 177 j 

Bos gavaeus 

... 5,47 

Balancing the co-presence 174, 182 1 

Bragging 


20 
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Brhmana 

4, 25, 76 

Change 


no 

Breast 

87 

Chhala 


I 

Buddhi 

7 

Circle of fire brand 


128 

Buddhist 20, 30, 108 

City of the celestial quiristers ... 

167 

Buddhist Sanskrit and Pali 


Classification of Vedic speech,.. 

52 

Literature 

154 

Clay 


184 

Bulk 

60 

Clay statue 


129 

Burning 

49 

Co-abide 


68 

c 


Cognisable 


no 

Capacity 

14, 105 

Cognised 

... 

60 

Carelessness 

... 139 

Cognitions 33, 

34, 114, 

127 

Carping 

20 

Collection of parts... 


164 

Charvakas 

3 

Colour 7, 12, 23 , 40, 76, 92, 100, 

122, 

Categories 

... I, 32 

125, 126, 157 

Cattle 

... 150 

Combustibles 


140 

Cause 4, 30, 129, 138, 

141, 157 

Command 

... 

54 

Cause and effect 

... 134 

Common 


29 

Cause of destruction III, 

113 

! " Commonly seen " 

... 4, 45 

Cause of growth and decay 

... 109 

Comparison ...3, 4, 

5, 33, 46, 47 

Cause ofin-audition 

... 66 

Common properties 


29 

Cause of production 

129, 139 

Compendious expression 

... 

47 

Causes offaults 

... 157 

I Complete destruction 


2 

Cave 

... 170 

Compound 

... 

76 

Cavil I, 

19, 20, 73 

i Compassion 

... 

8 

Caviller 

... 20 

Conceit 

82, 108, 

152 

Censuring the non-censurable 207,217 

Conceit of difference 

... 

108 

Cessation 

... 131 

Conceit of duality 

t 

82 

Cessation of ogotism 

... 157 

Conceit of pleasure 


152 

Cessation of recognition 

„. 106 

Concept 

... 

168 

Cessation of the intellect 

... 106 

Concept of means 


167 

Channels 

13 

Conception 

79, 

157 

Character 10, 14, 16, 17, 30, 71, 92, 

Concentration 


139 

96,99, 120,126. 

, 140,169, 

Conclusion 13, 17, 21, 

85, ill, 

180 

Characterised 

... 102 

Concomitant 

... 

14 

•Character of an object 

... 99 

Conditions 

... 

14 

Character of a modification 

... 71 

Conduct 


25 

Character of perception 

... 141 

Confirmation 


17 

Character of transparency 

96 

Conflicting 

... 

29 

Char aka 

... 53 

Conflicting judgment 

... 

10 
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Conflicting testimony 

... 29 

Debt to Gods 


... 152 

Confutation 1, 

17,46 

Debt to progenitors 


... 152 

Conjointly. 

... 29 

Debt to sages 


... 152 

Conjunction 8, 38, 77, 114, 

116, 1,17, 

: Debts 


... 152 

130, 131 

151, 163 

Decay 


105,109 

Connection 3, 27, 48, 49, 50 

Declaration 


4 

Connoted 

... 186 

Deeds 


119, 128 

Consciousness 

... 7, 19 

Defect 


... 51 

Consequence 

93,100 

Defence 


... 20 

Constant audition 

... 66 

Defilement 


...2, 154 

Constituents 

... 163 

Definite form 


... 78 

Contact 3, 33, 40, 91, 94, 107 

Definition 


.. 2, 32 

Context 

... 121 

Deliverance 


9 

Continuity 

... 30 

Demarcate 


... 118 

Contingency 

106,113 

Demerits 


92,155 

Contradiction 

... 51 

Demonstration 


... 195 

Contradictory 

21, 22, 74 

Denial 


141, 169 

Contradictory reason 

... 22 

Depravity 


... 155 

Contrary 

...17,30 

Desert 

130, 

131, 132 

Controversy 

174, 189 

Design 


... 77 

Convention 

... 50 

Desire 

6,87 

88, 117 

Conviction 

... 30 

Desire and aversion 


... 121 

Co-presence 

... 182 

Destruction 2,61,73,83,1 10,111, 

Corresponding element 

... 102 

113, 131, 136, 

138, 

141, 149 

Corresponding substrata 

... 104 

Determinate 


... 3,4 

Corruption 

... 154 

Determination 


... 18 

Countenance 

... 86 

Deva-rina 


... 152 

Counter argument 

... 68 

Deviating from a tenet 


207, 218 

Counter example 

184,186 

Devotion 


8 

Course 

2 

Dharma Sastra 


... 153 

Covetousness 

8 

Dialogue 


... 19 

Cow 

4 

Diminutiion 


... 75 

Cowhood 

... 176 

Dimness 


... 161 

Critical examination 

... 1 

Direct 


... 26 

Crystal 94, 96, 

108, 109 

Direction 


... 39 

Curd 

... 109 

Disappearance 


... 132 

Cuticle 

... 126 

Disconnection 


... 27 

D 


Disciples 


... 172 

Deaths 

9 

Discussion 1, 

13, 19, 172 
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Disjoined 

... m 

Erratic 

21,134 

Disputant 

27,30,31 

Essence and appearance 

..... 169 

Disputation 

19 

Established tenet 

... 1,11 

Dissimilarity 

... 26 

Establishment 

... 146 

Dissolution 

... 90 

Eternal 10, 13, 17, 21, 60, 63 , 65 , 67, 

Distinct 

... 136 

72, 81, 88, 113, 131, 

135, 140, 141, 

Distress 

152,154 


163, 195, 201 

Distribution 

... 144 

Eternalness 

... 73 

Divisible 

... 133 

Eternality 

16, 22, 189 

Doctrine 

20, 164 

Eternity 

12 

Dogma 

...12, 13 

Ether 7, 12, 27, 39, 68, 100, 162 

Doubt 1, 10, 

29, 30, 42 , 69, 75, 147, 

Ethereal 

... 89 


154, 158,188,189 

Evasion 

207,216 

Dream, 

154, 167, 168 

Evidence 

136, 166 

Drstilnta 

... 1 

Examination 

2, 13, 32 

Drum 

...23,35 

Example 10, 16, 17, 

175, 177, 180 

Duality 

... 82 

Excess 

... 121 

Dullness 

... 161 

Excitement 

84 

Durable 

... 23 

Exclusion 

... 120 

Duration 

... 116 

Exercise 

... 121 

Dust 

3 

Existence .-.63, 80, 134, 158 

Duties 

... 172 

Existent 

... 148 

Dvyanuka 

... 162 

Extension 

... 62 


E 

Expanding 

... 86 

Ear 

7. 103 

Experience 

5 

Earth 

... 7,12 

Expert 

... 5, ii 

Earthenware 

... 77 

Expression 

... 137 

Earthy 

89, 102 

Expressive of action 

... 137 

Effect 

4, 134, 201 

External light 

... 94 

Efforts of attention ... U7 

External objects 

... 170 

Egotism 

... 157 

Eye 

7 

Element 

7, 12, 100, 102, 129 

Eyeball 

... 90 

Emancipation 

131, 132 

Eye knowledge 

... 40 

Endless doubt 

... ‘ 31 

F 


Entity 37, 77 

136, 137, 139, 143, 145 

Factitious 

... 163 

Entreaty 

... 121 

Fallacies 

... 21 

Enunciation 

... 2,32 

Fallacies of a reason 

21,218 

Epithet 

... 3,16 

Fallacious argument 

... 182 

Equal to the question ... 22 j 

Fallacy 

... 2 




( 358 ) 


Page 


Page 


False apprehension 

False knowledge 

Familiar instance 

Fault 

Faults 

Fear 

Felicity 

Fences 

Fiery 

Figuratively 

Filling 

Five 

Fire brand 
Fineness 
Fire sacrifice 
Five elements 
Five objects 
Five senses 
Fixation 
Fixed character 
Fixed connection 
Fixed relation 
Fixity 

Fixity of number 
Food 

Forbearance 

Forbearance of activity 

Forest 

Forester 

Form 

Formation 

Fortuitous effects 

Fruit 6,9, 17, 119, 128, 

Fruit of previous deeds 

Function 

Futile 

Futilities 

Futility 


... 168 
... 169 

i 

... 6 

2,9, 134, 157 

’ 86,121 


1,2 



... 76 

... 49 

10 j 

... 128 | 
... 102 
52 

... 141 

98 

98 

76 

1 

96 

SO 

... 80 j 

... 74 I 

... 146 ■ 

49, i£0 
... 118 
... 118 
...4, 170 I 
4 

75, 78, 79, 99 
... 171 

... 139 | 

138, 139, H7, 

170 

... 128 

77,97,115 
... 27 

20, 28, 174 
2 , 26, 180 


Future 

45>'37 

G 

Ganges 

... 76 

General notion 

••• 37 

Generality 

... 6,43 

Genus 25, 60, 75, 78,, 79 , 211 

Gesture 

6 

Glass ... 

... 94 

God ... 

... 138 

Gold .„ 

71,150 

Good ... 

... 157 

Greed ... 

... 154 

Grief ... 

„••• 86 

Ground 


Growth 


Gustatory 

... 99 

Gustatory perception 

... 41 

H 

Habitual 

... 170 

Hatchet 

... 49 

Hair ... 

... 125 

Happiness 

... 150 

Horse sacrifices 

5 

Hatred 

... 154 

Heat ... 

... 86 

Heterogeneous 

... 15 

Heterogeneous example 

15, <7S 

Heterogeneity 

... 189 

Hetvabhasa 

...2, 21 

Hina-kles'a 

••• 155 

Hunger 

170 

Homogeneity 

188, 189,199 

Homogeneous 

... 15 

Homogeneous example 

... 175 

Homogeneous things 

••• 135 

Hurting the proposition 

... 207 

Hypothesis 

... II 

Hypothetical 

... 12 

Hypothecial dogma 

... 12 

Hypothetical reasoning 

... 1 
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Inquiry 

14 

Ideas 


88 

Instance 

1. II, 15 

Identical 


100, 106 

Instructive assertion 

5 

Ignorance 

27, 207, 216 

Instrument 

85 

Illumination 

37, 

185 

Instrument of knowledge 

85 

Illusion 


37 

Intangible 

21. 63, 68 

Imagination 


168 

Intellect 6, 7, 9. 105, 106, 107 

Immediate subsequency 

121 

Intelligence 

6 

Immolation 


77 

Internal perception 

••• 198 

Impelling 


.. 115 

Interpenetrated... 

101 

Impermanent 


72 

Interrelation 

134 

Implication 


... 11 

Interrelation of cause and effect 134 

Implied dogma 


13 

Interval 

.. 64. 151 

Impossibility 

25, 

158, 162 

Intervention 

121 

Impropriety 


160 

Intimate relation 

... 6, 43 

Inactive 


26 

Intimately 

92 

Inadmissible 


153 

Invalid 

57 

Inanimate 


.. 25,86 

Invariable 

14 

Inaudition 


66 

Investigator 

11 

Incapacity 


119 

Investigation 

18 

Inconsistency 


137, Invisibility 

94 

Incoherent 


207, 213 

Iron 

87 

Incompatible 


64 

Ironball 

14 

Incongruous 


148 

Irregularity 

29, 30, 118 

Inconsistent 


137 

, , , / 

Irregularity of perception 

10 

Indifference 


14 

Itihasa 

153 

Indirect 


26 

J 


Indeterminate 


4 

Jalpa 

2 

Individual 

75, 76, 78, 108 

Jar 

23, 60, 136 

Individuality 


77 

Jati 

2 

Indivisibility 


... 164 

Jijnasa, 

14 

Indivisibility of atoms 


164 

Jnana 

7 

Inequality 


130 

Judgment 

10 

Inexperience 


131 

Jugglery 

167, 169 

Inference 3, 

4, 33, 

36,42,44 

Jyosistoma 

53 



85,91 

K 


Infinite regression 


.174. 184 

Kalala 

130 

Injunction 


... 52, 96 

Kandara 

130 

Inopportune 


... 213 

Karma 

103 


17 
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Katha 

19 

Meaningless 

207,212 

Kileso ' 

154 

Means of knowledge 

146 

Killing " 

8 

Means of right knowledge 

...I, 3, 35 

Kitchen 

... 11, 13 

Measure 

77 

Kles'a 

... 154 

Medical Science 

54 

Knave 

27 

Meditation 

170 

Knower 

85, 120 

; Members 

... 1, 13 

Knowledge i, 2, 3, 4, 8, 13, 32, 39, 

i 

Membrane 

94 

46, 85, 99, 106, 111, 

113, 114, 120, 

Memory 
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